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Comment Letter I101 (Tom Simon, April 14, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I101 (Tom Simon, April 14, 2010) 

I101-1 
Comment acknowledged.  As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for 
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and 
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an 
alternative south of San Jose along the I-280 and SR-87 to avoid 
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood.  The Authority and 
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its 
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR 
process. 

I101-2 
Comment acknowledged.  As a result of CEQA and NEPA scoping for 
a the project-level EIR/EIS for the area between San Jose and 
Merced, the Authority has received comments suggesting an 
alternative south of San Jose along the I-280 and SR-87 to avoid 
impacts to the North Willow Glen neighborhood.  The Authority and 
the FRA are examining such a suggested alternative as part of its 
preliminary alternatives screening within the project-level EIR 
process. 
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Comment Letter I102 (Robert M. Kane, April 5, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I102 (Robert M. Kane, April 5, 2010) 

I102-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The May 2008 Final Program EIR 
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation 
strategies to address the impacts.  The current Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts 
than previously anticipated.  The Authority will consider adopting 
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural 
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new 
decision.  

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is 
acknowledged.   

I102-2 
Your comment regarding a minimal need for stations between San 
Francisco and San Jose in either the US 101 or I-280 corridor 
disregards the feeder function that Caltrain can play to allow users to 
start their journeys close to their homes or workplaces. It also 
discounts the strong synergy evident around the world where HST 
acts as a feeder to longer-distance air travel. 

If there are no HST stations between San Francisco and San Jose, 
there is no opportunity for interchange between HST and Caltrain 
except at the San Francisco terminal and San Jose Station. The 
utility of using Caltrain as a feeder to HST could be substantially 
reduced if this were to be the case, as Caltrain passengers would 
need to travel to one end or another of the Caltrain corridor to 
access HST. As an example, a passenger in Redwood City would 
need to take Caltrain to San Francisco to board a HST train that 
would then travel south back through Redwood City on its way to 
points south. The lack of a station serving SFO could eliminate the 
ability to easily utilize the HST to connect to flights, abandoning the 
opportunity to scale back the short and expensive connecting flights 
from locations like Fresno.   

I102-3 
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives. 

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation 
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.  
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing 
impacts that can refined and tailored to project specific 
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review.  The 
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a 
new program-level decision.   

I102-4 
Comment acknowledged.  The May 2008 Final Program EIR 
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation 
strategies to address the impacts.  The current Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts 
than previously anticipated.  The Authority will consider adopting 
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural 
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new 
decision.  

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is 
acknowledged.   

I102-5 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  The noise 
analysis at the project-level will include the cumulative impacts of 
existing noise sources (such as Caltrain) and proposed noise 
sources. See Standard Responses 3 and 5. 

I102-6 
As discussed in the Response to Comment I102-5,  the HST 
environmental document is a program-level document.  More 
detailed information and analysis of vibration impacts and mitigation 
will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  The vibration analysis at 
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the project-level will include the cumulative impacts of existing 
vibration sources (such as freight trains) and proposed vibration 
sources. 

I102-7 
In the 2008 Final Program EIR, Appendix 2D, Sheet CC 6 of 6, the 
HST alignment is shown to be in a tunnel from approximately 
Lafayette Street in Santa Clara to Lenzen Avenue in San Jose. Based 
on the program design, the HST would not be visible as it passed 
this neighborhood.   

A detailed impacts analysis of the HST will be undertaken as part of 
project level engineering and environmental analyses.  Operational, 
construction, and maintenance impacts would be addressed as part 
of a project-level EIR/EIS.  Specific locations and the scale of 
impacts would be further examined in detail at the project level 
because they are a product of the HST system design, and the detail 
necessary to identify the presence of the impact, the level of 
significance, and mitigation can only be done at the project level. 

I102-8 
The Authority disagrees.  The current Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA 
compliance.  The level of detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to 
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.   

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation 
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.  
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing 
impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific 
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review.  The 
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a 
new program-level decision.   

I102-9 
The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the 
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material.  The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with 
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation.  The Authority 
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is 
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.   
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Comment Letter I103 (Richard Bayavrsy, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I103 (Richard Bayavrsy, April 26, 2010) 

I103-1 
Comment noted. Detailed information and analysis of potential traffic 
impacts due to the proposed reduction in the number of lanes of 
Monterey Highway and feasible mitigation strategies will be included 
in project-level EIR/EISs. 
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Comment Letter I104 (Jim Goodman, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I104 (Jim Goodman, April 26, 2010) 

I104-1 
Comment noted. The  need to use the Monterey Highway corridor 
originated because UPRR has stated its unwillingness to allow use of 
its right-of-way. The proposal to reduce Monterey Highway from six 
to four lanes for the purpose of accommodating the proposed HST 
project is supported by both the City of San Jose and Caltrans. 
Detailed traffic analysis at the project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate the 
impacts due to reduction in lanes of Monterey Highway. Future 
traffic operations on Monterey Highway and any other affected 
roadways will be evaluated to determine the potential traffic impacts 
due to the proposed modification of the highway. The traffic impact 
analysis study will also evaluate permanent and construction-related 
(temporary) impacts to affected roadways, intersections, parking, 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities.  Feasible mitigation measures will 
also be discussed at the project-level. 

I104-2 
See Response to Comment L025-2. 

I104-3 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter I105 (Richard D. Keating, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I105 (Richard D. Keating, April 26, 2010) 

I105-1 
Comments acknowledged. The last of the Golden Gate Bridge's 
construction bonds were paid off in 1971. 

I105-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

I105-3 
This is not a comment on the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material.  Whether or not the HST should move forward was voted 
on in November 2008 with the approval of Proposition 1A. 

I105-4 
The "travel problem" that the HST is being designed to address is to 
accommodate the travel demand and growth foreseen throughout 
the State of California in the coming decades.  Relocation of the 
state capitol to San Jose would fail to accomplish the goals of the 
HST project. 
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Comment Letter I106 (David Malan, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I106 (David Malan, April 26, 2010) 

I106-1 
Comment noted. Detailed information and analysis of potential traffic 
impacts due to the proposed reduction in the number of lanes of 
Monterey Highway and feasible mitigation strategies will be included 
in project-level EIR/EISs.  Future traffic operations on Monterey 
Highway and any other affected roadways will be evaluated to 
determine the potential traffic impacts due to the proposed 
modification of the highway and feasible mitigation strategies will be 
recommended at this level. 
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Comment Letter I107 (John and Sharon Mahoney, April 18, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I107 (John and Sharon Mahoney, April 18, 2010) 

I107-1 
Comments acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter I108 (Guy R. Hornbeck, April 22, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I108 (Guy R. Hornbeck, April 22, 2010) 

I108-1 
See Standard Response 6. 

I108-2 
See Standard Responses 6 and 7. 

I108-3 
The Authority  notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs did 
evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not travel 
up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor.  These alternatives 
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San 
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass 
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via  Transbay Tube; 
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San 
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San 
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local 
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with 
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.  

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to 
carry into the project level environmental document.  The 
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff 
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the 
Authority as part of the new decision.  Public comments supporting 
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that 
the Board considers.   

I108-4 
The current Revised Draft Program EIR Material is part of the 
Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA compliance.  The level of 
detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to the level of detail of the 
decision under consideration.  The May 2008 Final Program EIR 
identified general mitigation strategies to avoid or minimize 
significant environmental impacts.  Mitigation strategies are general 
methods of avoiding and minimizing impacts that can refined and 
tailored to project specific circumstances at the next tier of 
environmental review.  The Authority will consider adopting these 
strategies when it makes a new program-level decision.  See 
Standard Response 7 regarding property acquisition and Standard 
Response 10 regarding alternatives. 
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Comment Letter I109 (Peter and Shue Huo, April 18, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I109 (Peter and Shue Huo, April 18, 2010) 

I109-1 
We disagree that the ridership forecasts in the Program EIR are 
overstated.  See Standard Response 4. 

I109-2 
The 2008 Final Program EIR identified that the HST project would 
result in significant impacts to the physical environment.  The 21 
network alternatives studied in the EIR each involve adverse 
environmental impacts, along with substantial project benefits.  The 
EIR identified mitigation strategies to address the adverse impacts to 
the greatest extent feasible.  In addition, the EIR discloses that 
regardless of alternative selected, significant adverse environmental 
impacts are anticipated, though the scale and location of these 
impacts may differ between alternatives.  See I072-8 regarding 
outreach prior to the November 2008 ballot measure.   

I109-3 
See Standard Response 4. 

I109-4 
Comment acknowledged.  Please see Standard Response 4. 
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Comment Letter I110 (G. R. Hornbeck, April 7, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I110 (G. R. Hornbeck, April 7, 2010) 

I110-1 
The Authority  notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs did 
evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not travel 
up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor.  These alternatives 
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San 
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass 
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via  Transbay Tube; 
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San 
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San 
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local 
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with 
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.  

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to 
carry into the project level environmental document.  The 
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff 
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the 
Authority as part of the new decision.  Public comments supporting 
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that 
the Board considers.   
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Comment Letter I111 (Vickie Hornbeck, April 7, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I111 (Vickie Hornbeck, April 7, 2010) 

I111-1 
Ending HST in San Jose and having all the passengers bound for 
destination north of there transfer to Caltrain,  the Caltrain 
infrastructure would need to be increased to carry all the additional, 
yet slower, trains. The capacity of a single HST is double that of a 
Caltrain Baby Bullet. Caltrain would need to be completely grade 
separated and parallel tracks added to absorb the passengers 
transferring from HST in San Jose. Cutting HST back to San Jose 
would not eliminate the need for many more trains to run up the 
peninsula. The HST is not duplicating Caltrain, but the Caltrain 
infrastructure needs to be expand to accommodate all the new trips 
(not trains, people) that will use it between San Jose and San 
Francisco.  See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives. 
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Comment Letter I112 (Ann Romaine, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I112 (Ann Romaine, April 26, 2010) 

I112-1 
Measured from aerial photos, the distance from rear yard fences of 
the homes on the east side of Hemlock Avenue in Millbrae to the far 
side (east side) of the Caltrain right-of-way is over 100 feet. That 
width was determined in the 2008 Final Program EIR to be sufficient 
for a four-track configuration for Caltrain and HST. 

Trees outside the right-of-way would not be removed, although 
some trimming would be required for vegetation intruding on the 
right-of-way. In locations where existing trees exist on the Caltrain 
right-of-way, design and engineering to be undertaken at the project 
level will determine if they are located where they cause no 
interference with the future rail operations. 

I112-2 
The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in 
San Jose. The Authority  notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs 
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not 
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor.  These alternatives 
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San 
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass 
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via  Transbay Tube; 
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San 
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San 
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local 
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with 
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.  

 
The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to 
carry into the project level environmental document.  The 
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff 
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the 
Authority as part of the new decision.  Public comments supporting 
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that 
the Board considers.   

I112-3 
The ridership forecasts used in the Program EIR were developed 
through a multi-year effort by experts in the field of transportation 
demand modeling and overseen by the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission.  We disagree that the forecasts are guesses. 

I112-4 
Although the original fax that was sent was cut off at the bottom of 
the page, the Authority believes that the commenter is stating that 
they believe that the projected view of the environment 10 to 12 
years in the future is not more important than the environment 
today.  Under CEQA, a lead agency is  required to compare 
conditions with the proposed action to the baseline conditioin, which 
is usually defined as the existing conditions at the time of the Notice 
of Preparation.  This was the method used for the 2008 Final 
Program EIR and the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Materials.   
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Comment Letter I113 (Kevin S. Combellack, April 22, 2010) 

 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

  Page 16-322

 
 

Response to Letter I113 (Kevin S. Combellack, April 22, 2010) 

I113-1 
The commenter states that the HST should be put in a tunnel to 
avoid problems.  The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to 
investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize potential 
impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade.  Although the 
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the 
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward 
into the project level alternatives screening.  Greater detail about 
tunnel and trench options being considered in preliminary 
alternatives screening for project-level environmental documents can 
be found on the Authority's website.  See also Standard Response 3 
regarding level of detail. 
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Comment Letter I114 (Concerned Residents of Morgan Hill Petition, April 22, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I114 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I114 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I114 (Concerned residents of Morgan Hill Petition, April 22, 2010) 

I114-1 
The 2008 Final Program EIR identified that the HST project would 
result in significant impacts to the physical environment.  The 21 
network alternatives studied in the EIR each involve adverse 
environmental impacts, along with substantial project benefits.  The 
EIR identified mitigation strategies to address the adverse impacts to 
the greatest extent feasible.  In addition, the EIR discloses that 
regardless of alternative selected, significant adverse environmental 
impacts are anticipated, though the scale and location of these 
impacts may differ between alternatives.  
 
Additional site-specific analysis of potential noise, vibration, visual, 
and safety impacts will be conducted for the project-level EIR/EISs. 
 
See Standard Response 6 regarding project impacts on residential 
property values. 

I114-2 
See Response to Comments I005-7 and I006-8. 

I114-3 
The  need to use the Monterey Highway corridor originated because 
UPRR has stated its unwillingness to allow use of its right-of-way. 
The proposal to reduce Monterey Highway from six to four lanes for 
the purpose of accommodating the proposed HST project is 
supported by both the City of San Jose and Caltrans. Detailed traffic 
analysis at the project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate the impacts due to 
reduction in lanes of Monterey Highway. Future traffic operations on 
Monterey Highway and any other affected roadways will be 
evaluated to determine the potential traffic impacts due to the 
proposed modification of the highway. Potential for traffic congestion 
to change or disrupt access or circulation of emergency vehicles will 
also be evaluated.   

I114-4 
The HST will be designed to have fully grade-separated tracks with 
state-of-the-art safety, signaling, and automated train control 
systems to minimize the potential for derailment.  The Authority will 
build upon the extensive experience of HST operations in other 
countries.  Future HST Operations Plans will include emergency 
response measures.  FRA regulations also address safety concerns, 
and this system will comply with those regulations. 

I114-5 
An Alternatives Analysis Report will be prepared at the project-level 
to identify feasible and practicable alternatives to be carried forward 
into preliminary engineering design and environmental review as 
part of the project-level EIR/EIS. 

I114-6 
See Standard Response 6 regarding the effect of the HST network 
alternatives on quality of life. 

I114-7 
The 2008 Final Program EIR and 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material assessed impacts with an alignment along the existing UPRR 
with an elevated alignment in Morgan Hill. The Project EIR can 
analyze impacts to the alternatives developed during the scoping 
process in 2009, including those along US 101 in Morgan Hill, San 
Martin and Gilroy. 

I114-8 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter I115 (Martin E. Luht, April 3, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I115 (Martin E. Luht, April 3, 2010) 

I115-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The May 2008 Final Program EIR 
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation 
strategies to address the impacts.  The current Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts 
than previously anticipated.  The Authority will consider adopting 
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural 
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new 
decision.  

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is 
acknowledged.   

See Standard Response 3. 
 
More detailed information and analysis of noise, vibration, aesthetics, 
business, landscaping, biology, and public safety impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. 

I115-2 
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives. 

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation 
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.  
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing 
impacts that can refined and tailored to project specific 
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review.  The 
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a 
new program-level decision.   

I115-3 
The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the 
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material.  The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with 
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation.  The Authority 
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is 
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.  See 
also Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives. 

 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

  Page 16-329

 
 

Comment Letter I116 (Perry Chang, April 7, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I116 (Perry Chang, April 7, 2010) 

I116-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority has sought to utilize 
existing transportation corridors to the greatest extent feasible to 
minimize environmental impacts. 

I116-2 
The project plans are included in the 2008 Final Program EIR and 
the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material.  Additional information 
is included on the Authority web site.   
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Comment Letter I117 (Chris Parkinson, April 7, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I117 (Chris Parkinson, April 7, 2010) 

I117-1 
The commenter does not indicate which newspaper included a typo.  
None of the 8 newspapers had a typo.  The date of the meeting is 
indicated in each as April 7, 2010.  The newspapers included the San 
Francisco Examiner, Fresno Bee, San Jose Mercury News, Daily 
Republic, Merced Sun Star, Modesto Bee, Oakland Tribune, and 
Sacramento Bee. 

I117-2 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority is engaged in good faith 
discussions with UPRR.  See Standard Response 8.  Regarding the 
alternative proposal included with the comment, we note that 
alternatives were not an area identified by the Superior Court in the 
Atherton case for further work to comply with CEQA.  The 2008 
Program EIR, Chapter 7, discusses representative network 
alternatives that contain some similar components to the included 
map.  For example, an alignment crossing the San Francisco Bay at 
Dumbarton on a new bridge structure is evaluated, as is an 
alignment that would continue from Dumbarton north to San 
Francisco on the Caltrain Corridor.  The corridor identified on the 
commenter's map between San Jose and Fremont likewise appears 
similar to what was examined in the 2008 Final Program EIR, as is 
the corridor through the Fremont to the Altamont Pass.  The 
proposal to use the I-5 Corridor for the North/South high-speed train 
alignment was previously considered and rejected in the 2005 
Program EIR for the Statewide High-Speed Train System.  Because 
this proposal is similar to what the Authority has studied, we do not 
find that further evaluation is necessary. 

I117-3 
The Authority disagrees with the commenter’s statement. See 
Standard Response 10 regarding route alternatives. 
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Comment Letter I118 (Chris Parkinson, April 7, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I118 (Chris Parkinson, April 7, 2010) 

I118-1 
Unsure what the commenter means by "Union Pacific Railway 
easements" nor "TRAC's recommendations". 
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Comment Letter I119 (Greg Thelen, April 7, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I119 (Greg Thelen, April 7, 2010) 

I119-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The May 2008 Final Program EIR 
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation 
strategies to address the impacts.  The current Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts 
than previously anticipated.  The Authority will consider adopting 
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural 
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new 
decision.  

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is 
acknowledged.   

The Authority disagrees that impacts and mitigation measures were 
not properly investigated.  The current Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material is part of a first-tier, programmatic environmental review 
process examining the impacts of 21 network alternatives at a broad 
level of detail. 

I119-2 
See Response to Comment I031-2 regarding noise and vibration. 

I119-3 
The 2008 Final Program EIR identified that the HST project would 
result in significant and unavoidable impacts to the physical 
environment.  The Final Program EIR identified mitigation strategies 
to address these impacts to the greatest extent feasible.  In addition, 
the Final Program EIR discloses that regardless of alternative 
selected, significant adverse environmental impacts are anticipated, 
though the scale and location of these impacts may differ between 
alternatives.  Accordingly, a change in the alternative selected would 
reduce or eliminate impacts to views along a particular alignment but 
would not eliminate altogether the impacts of constructing and/or 
implementing the HST system.  

I119-4 
The 2008 Final Program EIR identified that the HST project would 
result in significant and unavoidable impacts to the physical 
environment.  The EIR identified mitigation strategies to address 
these impacts to the greatest extent feasible.  In addition, the EIR 
discloses that regardless of alternative selected, significant adverse 
environmental impacts are anticipated, though the scale and location 
of these impacts may differ between alternatives.  Accordingly, a 
change in the alternative selected would reduce or eliminate impacts 
to trees and vegetation along a particular alignment but would not 
eliminate altogether the impacts of constructing and/or 
implementing the HST system.  

I119-5 
The Authority disagrees with the comment that an alternative route 
or project modification is required to avoid public safety dangers.  
Chapter 1 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR addresses safety for 
major modes of transportation.  The evidence shows that the fully 
grade separated HST systems in Europe and Japan have the lowest 
fatality rates (0 fatalities) of all modes.  The HST project under 
consideration in the Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR includes 
grade separations that will eliminate existing at-grade crossings of 
rail and local traffic.  The HST project is therefore anticipated to 
improve safety for pedestrians, automobiles, commuter rail, and 
freight rail compared to existing conditions. 

I119-6 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  Mitigation may 
include noise-reducing walls for HST.  See Standard Responses 3 
and 5. 
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I119-7 
The Authority disagrees.  The current Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA 
compliance.  The level of detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to 
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.   

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation 
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.  
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing 
impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific 
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review.  The 
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a 
new program-level decision.   

I119-8 
The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the 
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material.  The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with 
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation.  The Authority 
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is 
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.   
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Comment Letter I120 (Peggy Bruggman, April 5, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I120 (Peggy Bruggman, April 5, 2010) 

I120-1 
The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile 
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including 
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade.  Although the Authority has 
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to 
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the 
project level alternatives screening.  Greater detail about tunnel and 
trench options being considered in preliminary alternatives screening 
for project-level environmental documents can be found on the 
Authority's website. 
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Comment Letter I121 (Peggy Chavez, April 14, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I121 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I121 (Peggy Chavez, April 14, 2010) 

I121-1 
See Response to Comment I002-2 regarding noise and vibration.    

I121-2 
The commenter states that the HST should be put in a tunnel to 
avoid dividing neighborhoods and causing impacts.  The Authority 
Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to 
avoid and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, 
aerial, and at-grade.  Although the Authority has rescinded it's July 
2008 program decision, the commitment to examine profile 
alternatives has been carried forward into the project level 
alternatives screening.  Greater detail about tunnel and trench 
options being considered in preliminary alternatives screening for 
project-level environmental documents can be found on the 
Authority's website.  See also Standard Response 3.  

I121-3 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Construction impacts was not 
one of those topics. The 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.18, 
describes construction methods and typical impacts.  Mitigation 
strategies were discussed under the various topics in Chapter 3 of 
the Final Program EIR. 

Construction impacts for the HST project vary with location. A 
detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the 
Caltrain corridor will be undertaken as part of project level 
engineering and environmental analyses. It is assumed in the 
Program EIR that Caltrain and HST would remain within the existing 
right-of-way at most locations, but some temporary construction 
detours for automobile traffic and shooflies (temporary detours for 
railway tracks) would be necessary. The specific design and 
subsequent impacts of temporary construction impacts cannot be 
assessed until at least 15% engineering design is complete and the 

full extent of impacts cannot be understood until 30% engineering 
design is complete during the project level analysis. 

Potential impacts include street disruption for relocation of utilities, 
raising or lowering the grade of the street for a railway grade 
separation, temporary full or partial closure for grade separation 
construction or a railway shoofly, loss of on-street parking for the 
same reasons. Mitigations for these impacts are developed at the 
project level, once sufficient engineering work has been completed. 
Potential mitigations could include complex construction staging to 
minimize the size/scope of street detours/closures or railway 
shooflies, creation of temporary replacement parking, increased 
traffic control staff and devices to mitigate temporary lane 
reductions, educational programs to help motorists avoid 
construction areas, utilize temporary parking facilities, or activities to 
encourage patronage of affected commercial areas. Mitigations for 
noise during construction can include early construction of sound 
walls, temporary sound walls and restricted work hours. The 
Authority would work with local agencies prior to and during 
construction to minimize impacts on adjacent land uses. 

I121-4 
As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR, 
the project would construct grade separations where none previously 
existing thereby improving circulation between neighborhood areas 
and schools, businesses and other destinations.  There is the 
potential for temporary circulation impacts to occur during 
construction.   Specific locations and the scale of construction 
impacts will be further examined in detail at the project level 
because they are a product of the HST system design, and the detail 
necessary to identify the presence of the impact, the level of 
significance, and mitigation can only be done at the project level.  
Also as noted in Chapter 3.7 of the Final Program EIR, mitigations 
strategies such as a traffic management plan would be prepared to 
reduce circulation and barrier effects during construction. 
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I121-5 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority has sought to utilize 
existing transportation corridors to the greatest extent feasible to 
minimize environmental impacts and to minimize the need for 
private property acquisition.  In some instances, however, it will be 
necessary to acquire private property to construct the HST system.  
Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government to acquire 
private property for public use. The owners of such private property 
shall not be deprived of their property without just compensation as 
provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United 
States Constitution and Article I of the California Constitution.  Any 
property acquisition and relocation will be required to comply with 
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 as amended and Title VI and Title 
VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968, respectively.   

I121-6 
A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the 
Caltrain corridor in Burlingame is currently underway as part of 
project level engineering and environmental analyses.   Removal of 
eucalyptus trees and other mature trees along the Caltrain corridor 
will be avoided to the extent possible.  Operational and construction 
impacts including those related to the removal of eucalyptus trees 
along the Caltrain corridor will be addressed as part of project-level 
EIR/EIS.  Specific locations and the scale of impacts will be further 
examined in detail at the project level because they are a product of 
the HST system design, and the detail necessary to identify the 
presence of the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can 
only be done at the project level.  

I121-7 
As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR, 
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an 
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore 
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that 
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or 
community focal points in the corridor.  This resulted in a finding of 
no community cohesion impacts at the program level.  In addition, 

construction of grade separations where none previously existing 
would improve circulation between neighborhood areas.  The 
Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile 
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including 
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San 
Jose.  Although the Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program 
decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives has been 
carried forward into the project level alternatives screening.   

I121-8 
A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the 
Caltrain corridor is currently underway as part of project level 
engineering and environmental analyses.  Operational and 
construction impacts including those related to the addition of HST 
trains to the Caltrain corridor,  Caltrain service, HST catenary 
system, and visual quality impacts will be addressed as part of 
project-level EIR/EIS. 

I121-9 
The commenter expresses concerns that the HST would impact the 
health of individuals and children, but does not state how this would 
occur.  Several health-related topics were addressed at the program 
level in the May 2008 Final Program EIR and in the 2010 Revised 
Draft Program EIR Material, including noise and vibration, air quality, 
safety, and hazardous materials.  Additional analysis of these topics 
will be included during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis. 

I121-10 
Visual impacts of the HST system for the San Francisco to San Jose 
corridor were evaluated at the program level in Chapter 3.9 of the 
May 2008 Final Program EIR.  As noted in the Final Program EIR, in 
most locations the addition of two tracks within the Caltrain right-of-
way would result in a low impact while in some locations there would 
be a high visual impact such as where vegetation and landscaping 
would be removed, addition of pedestrian overcrossings, or where 
the HST alignment would pass over roadways.  However, overall the 
visual impact was identified to be low.  The March 2010 Revised 
Draft EIR Material identified that some limited right-of-way 
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acquisition would be required along the Caltrain corridor between 
San Francisco and San Jose in some narrow areas.  As part of the 
follow-on preliminary engineering and project-level EIR/EIS effort, 
design variations may be applied to reduce some of the impacts to 
properties and visual impacts. 

I121-11 
See Response to Comment I028-10. 

I121-12 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Like the original Bay Area to 
Central Valley Program EIR, the recirculated material involves a 
programmatic level of detail.  Site specific noise analysis, including a 
detailed evaluation of impacts to sensitive receptors such as schools, 
will be part of subsequent project-level EIR/EISs.  The Authority will 
consider the comment as part of the project-level EIR/EIS processes.  
The Authority will consider the comment as part of the project-level 
EIR/EIS processes. 

I121-13 
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives. 
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Comment Letter I122 (Harriet Hardman, April 14, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I122 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I122 (Harriet Hardman, April 14, 2010) 

I122-1 
See Standard Responses 3 and 5.  
 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. Residential 
outdoor use area are considered in the project-level noise analysis.  
The noise analysis will consider the number of receivers affected by 
significant noise impacts.  The responsibility for mitigation lies with 
the Authority.   

I122-2 
As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR, 
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an 
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore 
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that 
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or 
community focal points in the corridor.   In addition, construction of 
grade separations where none previously existing would improve 
circulation between neighborhood areas.  Aligning the HST system 
with existing transportation corridors also presents opportunities to 
minimize the need for private property acquisitions in some areas.  
In some instances, however, it will be necessary to acquire private 
property to construct the HST system.  Specific property that may be 
necessary to implement a particular project level alignment 
alternative will be addressed during the project-level environmental 
process.  Eminent domain is the inherent power of the government 
to acquire private property for public use. The owners of such 
private property shall not be deprived of their property without just 
compensation as provided in the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments 
to the United States Constitution and Article I of the California 
Constitution.  Any property acquisition and relocation will be required 
to comply with the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 as amended and Title VI 
and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968, respectively.  
See also Standard Response 7. 

I122-3 
The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile 
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including 
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San 
Jose.  Although the Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program 
decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives has been 
carried forward into the project level alternatives screening.  See 
also Response to Comment I304-9. 

I122-4 
The potential noise and vibration effects of the HST operations will 
be estimated and assessed using the Federal Railroad Administration 
(FRA) guidance contained in their “High-Speed Ground 
Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Report” 
October 2005.  The assessments will be done for representative 
residential receivers located along each of the HST Project sections. 
See Standard Responses 3, 5, and 6. 

I122-5 
The commenter states that the HST should be put in a tunnel to 
avoid dividing neighborhoods and causing impacts.  The Authority 
Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to 
avoid and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, 
aerial, and at-grade.  Although the Authority has rescinded it's July 
2008 program decision, the commitment to examine profile 
alternatives has been carried forward into the project level 
alternatives screening.  Greater detail about tunnel and trench 
options being considered in preliminary alternatives screening for 
project-level environmental documents can be found on the 
Authority's website.  See also Standard Response 3. 

I122-6 
As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR, 
the project would construct grade separations where none previously 
existing thereby improving circulation between neighborhood areas 
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and schools, businesses and other destinations.  There is the 
potential for temporary circulation impacts to occur during 
construction.   Specific locations and the scale of construction 
impacts will be further examined in detail at the project level 
because they are a product of the HST system design, and the detail 
necessary to identify the presence of the impact, the level of 
significance, and mitigation can only be done at the project level.  
Also as noted in Chapter 3.7 of the Final Program EIR, mitigations 
strategies such as a traffic management plan would be prepared to 
reduce circulation and barrier effects during construction. 

I122-7 
See Standard Response 7. 

I122-8 
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives.  See also 
Standard Response 5 regarding noise.  See Chapter 3.7 in the 2008 
Final Program EIR regarding environemental justice and potential 
impacts on minority and low-income populations.  These issues will 
be addressed at the project-level environmental document stage 
when more details and specifics are known regarding the alignment 
location and design. 

I122-9 
 As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR, 
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an 
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore 
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that 
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or 
community focal points in the corridor.  This resulted in a finding of 
no community cohesion impacts at the program level.  In addition, 
construction of grade separations where none previously existing 
would improve circulation between neighborhood areas.  The 
Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile 
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including 
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San 
Jose.  Although the Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program 

decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives has been 
carried forward into the project level alternatives screening.   

I122-10 
 A detailed impacts analysis of the addition of the HST service to the 
Caltrain corridor is currently underway as part of project level 
engineering and environmental analyses.  Operational and 
construction impacts including those related to the addition of HST 
trains to the Caltrain corridor,  Caltrain service, HST catenary 
system, and visual quality impacts will be addressed as part of 
project-level EIR/EIS. 

I122-11 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Electromagnetic fields (EMF) 
was not one of those topics.  Please see Section 3.6 of the May 2008 
Final Program EIR.  The analysis identified that the HST project (and 
it's electrical supply and facilities) would have minimal 
electromagnetic interference (EMI)/EMF exposures at levels for 
which there are no documented health risks are anticipated and that 
EMI/EMF concerns are less than significant at the programmatic level 
under CEQA and not significant under NEPA.  Furthermore, the 
Authority in the CEQA findings and the FRA in the ROD for the 2005 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS adopted design practices and mitigation 
strategies to address potential EMI/EMF issues for the HST system to 
be applied and refined at the project-level in the future.  It is 
anticipated that the use of the design practices and mitigation 
strategies will reduce exposure to EMFs and reduce the potential for 
EMI with biomedical devices to the lowest practical level.   

Standard design practices for overhead catenary power supply 
system substations, transmission lines, and vehicles of the approved 
HST system include the use of appropriate materials, spacing, and, if 
necessary, shielding to avoid potential EMF/EMI impacts and to 
reduce the EMFs and EMI to a practical minimum.  More detailed 
information and analysis on potential EMI/EMF impacts will be 
included in project-level environmental documents.   
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I122-12 
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives. 
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Comment Letter I123 (Gwenythe J. Scove, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I123 (Gwenythe J. Scove, April 26, 2010) 

I123-1 
The commenter expresses concerns about several environmenal 
impacts that they felt had not been adequately investigated and 
mitigated, including noise, dust, climate, and businesses.  See 
Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered planning and 
environmental processes.    
 
The commenter also expresses concern about a "Berlin Wall" 
dividing their community (Redwood City).  As noted in Chapter 3.7, 
Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR, the San Francisco to San 
Jose corridor would be primarily within an existing active commuter 
and freight rail corridor and therefore would not constitute any new 
physical or psychological barriers that would divide, disrupt, or 
isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or community focal points in the 
corridor.  Also, visual mitigation strategies were included the 2008 
Final Program EIR to minimize impacts of the project including using 
aesthetic treatments, landscaping, and design.  The Authority Board 
committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid 
and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and 
at-grade between San Francisco and San Jose.  Although the 
Authority has rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the 
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward 
into the project level alternatives screening.  

I123-2 
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives. 

I123-3 
The Superior Court in the Town of Atherton case held the Authority 
has substantial evidence supporting the elimination of U.S. 101 
alignment alternative from study in the 2008 Bay Area to Central 

Valley Program EIR.  See Appendix A of the 2010 Revised Draft 
Program EIR (page 19). The Authority and the FRA considered a 
potential HST alternative along U.S. 101 between San Francisco and 
San Jose as part of the Statewide Program EIR/EIS process and the 
Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR/EIS process.  The U.S. 101 
alternative was screened out from further study in the program 
environmental documents for practicability reasons .  The Authority 
and FRA revisited this alignment alternative as part of the 
alternatives screening for the project level environmental 
documents.  The alternatives analysis affirmed the previous 
conclusions that this alternative was not practicable.    As noted in 
Table 2.5-4 of the Final Program EIR/EIS (page 2-43), the U.S. 101 
option was rejected from further consideration.  Please also see 
Appendix 2-G1.1 in the Final Program EIR/EIS for a discussion of 
alignment alternatives and station location options eliminated from 
further consideration. 

I123-4 
The Authority disagrees with the commenter’s statement. 

I123-5 
See Standard Response 10 regarding vertical profile alternatives. 

I123-6 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter I124 (Gwenythe J. Scove, April 5, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I124 (Gwenythe J. Scove, April 5, 2010) 

I124-1 
The commenter expresses a preference for an underground 
alignment to mitigate impacts related to the HST in Redwood City. 
The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile 
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including 
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San 
Jose.  Although the Authority has rescinded its July 2008 program 
decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives has been 
carried forward into the project level alternatives screening. 
 
The commenter states that if a tunnel were constructed for HST, the 
excess material removed during construction could be used to 
elevate U.S. Highway 101 on a berm to protect against expected sea 
level rise.  Improvements to U.S. Highway 101 are not part of the 
HST project.  If a tunnel alternative is selected, the disposition of 
excess materials will be addressed in the site-specific, project-level 
environmental analysis. 

I124-2 
The Authority disagrees with the commenter’s statement. See 
Standard Response 10 regarding route alternatives. 

I124-3 
The Authority disagrees with the commenter’s statement. See 
Standard Response 10 regarding route alternatives. 

I124-4 
See Responses to Comment 1017-4 and O018-9. 
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Comment Letter I125 (Ed Aguilar, April 8, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I125 (Ed Aguilar, April 8, 2010) 

I125-1 
See Standard Response 10 regarding vertical profile alternatives. 
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Comment Letter I126 (Penny Ellson, April 27, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I126 (Penny Ellson, April 27, 2010) 

I126-1 
The Authority disagrees that impacts and mitigation measures were 
not properly investigated.  The current Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material is part of a first-tier, programmatic environmental review 
process examining the impacts of 21 network alternatives at a broad 
level of detail.  See Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered 
planning and environmental process. 

I126-2 
Detailed traffic impact analysis study conducted at project-level will 
evaluate potential traffic impacts due the proposed HST project. 
Potential impacts to state and county highways in the project 
corridor, in addition to effects on key intersections and local roads 
near the proposed HST stations will be evaluated in detail. 

I126-3 
Comment acknowledged. 

I126-4 
See Standard Response 3. 
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Comment Letter I127 (Christopher A. Botsford, April 22, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I127 (Christopher A. Botsford, April 22, 2010) 

I127-1 
See Response to Comment L003-79.   
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Comment Letter I128 (Steve Broadbent, April 26, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I128 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I128 (Steve Broadbent, April 26, 2010) 

I128-1 
The Authority disagrees that the Peninsula cities did not have the 
ability to participate in the environmental process.  The 2010 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics identified 
in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as requiring 
corrective work under CEQA.  Outreach was not one of those topics.  
Please see Chapter 10, Public and Agency Involvement, in the 2008 
Final Program EIR. The scoping activities for the Bay Area to Central 
Valley HST Draft Program EIR/EIS were conducted between 
November 15 and December 16, 2005 and included meetings in San 
Jose, San Francisco and four other cities.  The Authority held a total 
of eight public hearings, including in San Jose and San Francisco to 
present the Draft Program EIR/EIS and to receive public comments 
between August 23, 2007 and September 26, 2007. 

The Authority has endeavored to provide the broadest possible 
notice of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material.  Notification 
was provided in 8 newspapers including the San Francisco Examiner 
and San Jose Mercury News. A Notice of Availability and Notice of a 
Public Meeting postcard was further distributed to over 50,000 
individuals identified as part of on-going project-level engineering 
and environmental studies.  The Revised Draft Program EIR Material 
and a Notice of Availability and of a Public Meetings was also made 
available to 16 libraries for public viewing.  Two public meetings 
were held on April 7, 2010 in San Jose on the Revised Draft Program 
EIR. Both of these meetings did not end until everyone had the 
ability to speak.   If the Authority proceeds with a network 
alternative that involves Palo Alto at the project level, the Authority 
will continue its efforts at public outreach in the area.      

I128-2 
We disagree that recirculation of the entire prior 2008 Final Program 
EIR is required based on this general comment that significant new 
information exists "under many environmental parameters" that 
makes the earlier 2008 Final Program EIR invalid and requires 
recirculation of that document. 

I128-3 
We disagree with the comment.  The ridership and revenue model 
provides an appropriate tool for the environmental analysis for which 
it has been used.  Information about subsequent ridership in the 
2009 Business Plan, which was prepared for a different purpose, 
does not render the 2007 forecasts invalid.  See Standard Response 
4, explaining the differences in the ridership forecats for 
environmental review versus business planning purposes.  We also 
note that economic shifts over the last number of years do not result 
in a need to revise the ridership forecasts prepared in 2007 because 
long-range forecasts use adopted projections of employment and 
population from the Department of Finance and regional 
governments across the general business cycle and are not designed 
to be limited to particular types of business conditions.  We note that 
the important factor is consistently applying future population and 
employment assumptions across alternative scenarios, and this was 
done.   

I128-4 
Comment acknowledged.  We do not believe that UPRR's position 
renders the alternatives evaluated in the Program EIR infeasible.  
See Standard Response 8.  Please note that the Authority did 
evaluate HST alternatives near State Route 84 and I-580 which were 
withdrawn from further consideration as summarized below.  

SR-84/South of Livermore Alignment Alternative: This alignment 
alternative was eliminated from further investigation because it 
would have high potential impacts to the natural environment and to 
agricultural lands. This alignment alternative would cut through 
agricultural areas and undeveloped conservation easements, 
increasing habitat fragmentation. The SR-84/South of Livermore 
alignment alternative would have greater potential impacts to high 
value aquatic resources and threatened and endangered species 
than other alignment alternatives through the Tri-Valley (Livermore, 
Pleasanton, and Dublin) area. 
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SR-84/I-580/UPRR Alignment Alternative: This alignment alternative 
was eliminated from further investigation because it would have high 
potential impacts to the natural environment and agricultural lands. 
This alignment alternative would have the same issues as presented 
for the SR-84/South of Livermore alignment alternative (see above). 

I128-5 
The Authority disagrees that limiting the scope of comments to the 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material is inappropriate.  The Authority 
requested that members of the public focus their comments on the 
new information and analysis contained in the Revised Draft EIR 
Material and stated that the Authority’s legal obligation extended to 
responding only to those comments related to the new materials.  
The Authority's request is based on CEQA Guidelines section 
15088.5, applicable to situations like the current one where a lead 
agency must revise and recirculate only a portion of a prior Final 
EIR.  The current EIR process is specifically intended to comply with 
the judgment from the Town of Atherton litigation and that 
judgment found that only those issues in the revised materials 
required further CEQA compliance.   

I128-6 
Comment noted.  The May 2008 Final Program EIR provided a full 
discussion of the no project alternative.  The 2010 Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material follows the prior 2005 Statewide Program EIR 
for the Statewide High-Speed Train System, the focus of which was 
to evaluate and compare the "do nothing" or no project alternative 
to a high-speed train alternative.  Based on the information in both 
documents, the option of "do nothing" was determined to have 
greater environmental impacts overall. 

I128-7 
Please see Responses to Comments L003-20, L003-21, L003-47, 
L003-48 and L003-49. 

I128-8 
Please see Response to Comment L002-21. 

I128-9 
Alignment are described in Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR, 
with plan and profile sheets in Appendix 2-D, cross sections in 
Appendix 2-E, and station fact sheets in Appendix 2-F.  Conceptual 
designs are based on Engineering Criteria (California High-Speed Rail 
Authority and Federal Railroad Administration 2004).  Maps 
illustrating the horizontal alignment and profile type (aerial, at grade, 
or tunnel) are shown in Figure 2.5-3 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  
Clarification regarding alignments is provided in Chapter 2 of the 
2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material, including revised cross 
sections.  This information was developed to enable an evaluation 
and comparison of multiple alignments and network alternative for 
Bay Area to Central Valley.  See Standard Response 3. 

I128-10 
 See Standard Response 7. 

I128-11 
See Standard Response 7. 

I128-12 
The 2008 Final Program EIR did evaluate network alternatives that 
include provision of service to Oakland.  These include: 

Altamont Pass:  Oakland and San Jose Termini 

Altamont Pass:  San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose Termini 

Altamont Pass:  Oakland Terminus 

Altamont Pass:  San Francisco, San Jose, and Oakland – with No 
San Francisco Bay Crossing 

Altamont Pass:  Oakland and San Francisco – via Transbay Tube 

Altamont Pass:  San Jose, Oakland, and San Francisco – via 
Transbay Tube 

Pacheco Pass:  Oakland and San Jose Termini 

Pacheco Pass:  San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose Termini 
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Pacheco Pass:  San Jose, San Francisco, and Oakland – via 
Transbay Tube 

Pacheco  Pass:  San Jose, Oakland, and San Francisco– via 
Transbay Tube 

Pacheco Pass with Altamont (Local Service):  Oakland and San Jose 
Termini 

Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (Local Service):  SF, Oak, and SJ 
Termini (without Dumbarton Bridge) 

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to 
carry into the project level environmental document.   The Authority 
is aware of the travel time requirements contained in Proposition 1A. 

I128-13 
We disagree that the ridership forecasts in the Program EIR are 
overstated.  See Response to Comment I128-3 and Standard 
Response 4. 

I128-14 
See Response to Comment I011-13. 

I128-15 
Please see Response to Comment L003-38. 

I128-16 
See Response to Comment I011-13. 

I128-17 
The California Environmental Quality Act does not require that a 
business plan be included in the EIR.  The CEQA Guidelines indicate, 
however, that economic information can be included in an EIR, or in 
the record in any form the lead agency chooses.  The Authority has 
prepared annual business plans in 2008 and 2009 (with a 2010 
addendum) and will have that information available when it makes a 
new decision based on the Bay Area to Central Valley Revised Final 
Program EIR.    See also Standard Response 4. 

I128-18 
See Response to Comment I011-13. 

I128-19 
The Authority disagrees that impacts and mitigation measures were 
not properly investigated.  The current Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material is part of a first-tier, programmatic environmental review 
process examining the impacts of 21 network alternatives at a broad 
level of detail.  See Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered 
planning and environmental process. 

I128-20 
The Authority disagrees that there is a need for a new project 
alignment and that the analysis needs to be revised.  Transportation 
and land use are adequately addressed for the San Francisco to San 
Jose segment in Chapters 3.1 and 3.7, respectively, in the 2008 Final 
Program EIR.  The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material 
addresses those topics identified in the final judgment for the Town 
of Atherton litigation as requiring corrective work under CEQA.  See 
Chapter 2 in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material for a 
discussion of land use and transportation for the San Jose to Gilroy 
segment.  Safety is discussed in Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program 
EIR.  See Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered planning and 
environmental process. 

I128-21 
CEQA allows the lead agency to establish the significance criteria by 
which the project impacts are judged.  Using consistent criteria 
throughout the project allows for a true comparison of potential 
impacts between alternatives.  If criteria were varied jurisdiction-by-
jurisdiction, a true comparison of alternatives would not be possible.    
See also Standard Comment 3 regarding the level of detail for 
impacts analysis and mitigation in the program EIR. 

I128-22 
The specific mitigation for specific visual impacts, including 
soundwalls and power transmission lines, cannot be determined at 
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the Program level. Mitigation for noise impacts must be designed 
around the characteristics of the proposed trainsets and then 
conducted against established regulatory guidelines. These issues 
will be undertaken as part of the project-level analysis and will be 
used to determine the extent of soundwalls as a noise mitigation 
tool. This could result in designs for the materials of the soundwalls, 
locations along the railway where they would be constructed, and an 
appropriate height.  

Types and routes of transmission lines to supply electricity to the 
HST depend on detailed engineering to determine where the line 
would interface with the existing power grid and where the feeder 
lines will connect to the railway. Again, this is addressed at the 
project level when sufficient design has been completed and then 
appropriate mitigations will be described. 

The infrastructure for overhead electrification would be visible, but 
its visibility would be low. Consider that San Francisco's Union 
Square is bounded on two sides by overhead wires to power the 
City's electric buses. These wires and their poles, over busy city 
streets, are not highly visible at all and do not comprise part of one's 
visual memory of Union Square. 

I128-23 
See Response to Comment L003-61. 

I128-24 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Biological resources was not 
one of those topics.  Refer to Chapter 3.15 of the 2008 Final 
Program EIR.  The biological analysis was based on the thresholds 
and criteria set in CEQA Appendix G.  Impacts on nonsensitive 
species and habitats were not considered a criterion to base 
decisions of identifying a preferred alternative.  Methods of impact 
evaluation for the project were developed with input from both state 
and federal resource agencies.  Additional detailed information 
regarding potentially affected species will be provided in the 
subsequent project-level environmental evaluation and 

documentation.  This information will include species descriptions, 
distribution, seasonal activity, range, reproduction, habitat 
characteristics, population status, threats, conservation status, and a 
detailed evaluation of effects of the project and proposed mitigation. 

I128-25 
The 2008 Final Program EIR assumed that Caltrain and HST would 
remain within the existing right-of-way at most locations, meaning 
that trees outside the right-of-way would not be removed, although 
some trimming could be required for vegetation intruding on the 
right-of-way. If there is a need to acquire adjacent properties for 
locations where the current Caltrain right-of-way is not wide enough 
to accommodate the addition of HST, replacement landscaping could 
likely be established outside the area required for rail operations. 
This landscaping could replace that removed for the project. In 
locations where existing trees exist on the Caltrain right-of-way, 
design and engineering undertaken as part of the project-level 
EIR/EIS will determine if they are located where they cause no 
interference with the future rail operations. 

I128-26 
Please see Response to Comment L003–85. 

I128-27 
Please see Response to Comment L003–85. 

I128-28 
Please see Response to Comment L003–87.  Design and construction 
of foundations to mitigate the potential effects of liquefaction is not 
considered to require unusually complex solutions. Mitigating for 
liquefaction is common and would not result in meaningful additional 
potential impacts at the level of this program EIR. Further evaluation 
on this issue will occur during the project-level environmental 
process. 

I128-29 
See Response to Comment L003-92. 
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I128-30 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Hazardous materials and 
wastes was not one of those topics.  Please see Chapter 3.11 of the 
May 2008 Final Program EIR.  More detailed information and analysis 
on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and mitigation 
measures including those related to arsenic and naturally occurring 
asbestos will be included in project-level environmental documents.    
 
As part of the project-level environmental documents, a subsequent 
hazardous materials/waste analysis consisting of an environmental 
site assessment will be conducted to further analyze identified 
hazardous materials/waste sites and to further analyze and 
document the potential impacts related to the proposed project.  
This analysis will be prepared in conformance with the ASTM 
guidelines for preparing an environmental site assessment (E1527-
05).  Based on the information presented in the project-level 
environmental site assessment, a determination will be made 
regarding any sites that will need to have a Phase II environmental 
site assessment performed.  This recommendation for a Phase II 
assessment, along with the implementation of any recommendations 
made in the document prepared in conjunction with the Phase II 
assessment, would be identified as a mitigation measure for 
addressing the potential contamination sites along the identified 
alignment that require further investigation regarding hazardous 
materials/waste.  The assessment document would specify that the 
Phase II environmental assessment must be prepared in 
conformance with the ASTM Standards Related to the Phase II 
Environmental Site Assessment Process (E1903-01). 
 
A mitigation strategy identified in the 2008 Final Program EIR was 
the preparation of a Site Management Program/ Contingency Plan 
prior to construction to address known and potential hazardous 
material issues, including:  measures to address management of 
contaminated soil and groundwater; a site-specific Health and Safety 
Plan (HASP), including measures to protect construction workers and 
general public; and procedures to protect workers and the general 

public in the event that unknown contamination or buried hazards 
are encountered.   

I128-31 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Hydrology and water 
resources was not one of those topics.  Please see Chapter 3.14 of 
the 2008 Final Program EIR.  Potential impacts from tunneling on 
groundwater as well as mitigation strategies was discussed in this 
chapter.  More detailed analyses related to groundwater impacts will 
be performed during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more 
detailed design and location information will be available.    

I128-32 
See the 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.14, Hydrology and Water 
Resources, Sections 3.14.4 and 3.14.5 regarding Authority design 
practices and mitigation strategies for groundwater.  As a design 
practice, geologic/soils/groundwater conditions would be evaluated 
prior to and monitored during construction to aid in the development 
of construction techniques and measures to minimize effects to 
ground- and surface water resources during operation.  Based on 
available geologic information and previous tunneling projects in 
proximity to proposed tunnels, the Authority plans to fully line 
tunnels with impermeable material to prevent infiltration of ground- 
or surface waters.  Mitigation to reduce potential impacts from 
construction and operation of project components on groundwater 
discharge or recharge are discussed in Chapter 3.14.5 and would be 
further refined as part of project-level environmental analyses.  More 
detailed analyses related to groundwater impacts will be performed 
during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design 
and location information will be available.   

I128-33 
See the 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.14, Hydrology and Water 
Resources.  Indirect impacts may include such downstream effects 
as sedimentation, turbidity, impacts to water-dependent species, 
changes in flow-rate, erosion due to run-off, and ponding due to 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

  Page 16-16-369

 
 

changes in flood flows.  These impacts typically occur outside of the 
project footprint.  Without project-level detail, it is difficult to identify 
specific locations for indirect impacts.  The HST would be designed 
and constructed to minimize additional impacts on the floodplain by 
constructing culverts under the track to convey anticipated storm 
flows and to minimize ponding and flooding.  In some locations, the 
trackway would be constructed on elevated structure to allow 
passage of storm flows.  More detailed analyses related to floodplain 
and flood risk impacts will be performed during the project-level 
EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design and location information 
will be available.   

I128-34 
See Response to Comment I218-33. 

I128-35 
 The issue of growth inducement or sprawl is not one of the areas 
identified by the court in the Town of Atherton final judgment as 
requiring further work to comply with CEQA.  Economic growth and 
growth-related impacts was discussed in the May 2008 Final 
Program EIR in Chapter 5.  Station Area Developmetn was discussed 
in Chapter 6.  The document explains that station areas are intended 
to provide for denser development patterns and reduce rather than 
create sprawl. 

I128-36 
 See Standard Response 6 regarding property values. 

I128-37 
The 2008 Final Program EIR/EIS states that the proposed San 
Francisco to San Jose: Caltrain corridor would have a "high" 
compatibility rating because it would be primarily within an active 
commuter and freight rail corridor.  In addition, construction of 
grade separations where none previously existed would improve 
circulation between neighborhood areas.  The Authority Board 
committed in July 2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid 
and minimize potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and 

at-grade between San Francisco and San Jose.  Although the 
Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program decision, the 
commitment to examine profile alternatives has been carried forward 
into the project level alternatives screening. 

I128-38 
 The Authority has received a number of comments expressing 
concern over the impacts of the HST being placed an elevated 
structure.  The Authority is evaluating multiple profile alternatives at 
the project level including at-grade and below grade alternatives 
(trench and tunnel) in addition to an aerial profile. As noted in 
Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR, the San 
Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an existing 
active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore would not 
constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that would 
divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or community 
focal points in the corridor.  In addition, construction of grade 
separations where none previously existing would improve circulation 
between neighborhood areas. 

I128-39 
Procedures for maintaining the HST's infrastructure would be 
detailed in the project-level EIR/EIS. Potential deterrents to 
perceived signs of blight such as graffiti could include introducing 
vines to the concrete surfaces of columns and walls, dense 
landscaping to obscure columns and walls, or maintenance 
agreements to ensure the timely removal of any potential graffiti. 
Where parcels are purchased to accommodate the HST project, the 
un-used remainder of the parcel could be resold for redevelopment 
or landscaped as a public amenity. 

I128-40 
See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.   

I128-41 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie and vibration 
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. The 
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project-level vibration analysis will consider impacts to both typical 
structures and to structures that may be more susceptible to 
vibration.  Appropriate mitigation, if necessary, can be incorporated 
into the project design to buffer vibration at the source.  See 
Standard Responses 3 and 5. 

I128-42 
See Response to Comment I128-41. 

I128-43 
The comment is not correct.  Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material reiterates the conclusion from Chapter 8 of the 
2008 Final Program EIR, which identified the Pacheco Pass Network 
Alternative serving San Francisco via San Jose as the 
environmentally superior alternative.  The basis for this conclusion is 
discussed in Chapter 7. 

I128-44 
We disagree with this comment.  The Authority has prepared the 
Revised Draft Program EIR to comply with the requirements of 
CEQA, not NEPA, however, the alternatives analysis has been 
prepared to provide an equivalent level of discussion of alternatives. 

I128-45 
The Authority disagrees with the commenter’s statement. See 
Standard Response 10 regarding route alternatives. 

I128-46 
Impacts of the HST system for the San Francisco to San Jose 
corridor were evaluated at the program level in Chapter 3.9 of the 
May 2008 Final Program EIR.  As noted in the Final Program EIR, in 
most locations the addition of two tracks within the Caltrain right-of-
way would result in a low or medium impacts.   This was an 
appropriate finding at the program level.  As part of the follow-on 
preliminary engineering and project-level EIR/EIS effort, site-specific 
analysis of impacts will be undertaken.  

I128-47 
We disagree with this comment.  The Authority has evaluated a no 
project/no action alternative.  The descritpion is contained in 
Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  The environmental 
consequences are contained in Chapter 3 of the 2008 Final Program 
EIR. 
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Comment Letter I129 (Susan Bell, April 27, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I129 (Susan Bell, April 27, 2010) 

I129-1 
The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in 
San Jose. The Authority  notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs 
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not 
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor.  These alternatives 
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San 
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass 
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via  Transbay Tube; 
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San 
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San 
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local 
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with 
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.  

 
The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to 
carry into the project level environmental document.  The 
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff 
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the 
Authority as part of the new decision.  Public comments supporting 
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that 
the Board considers.   
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Comment Letter I130 (Faith W. Brigel, April 23, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I130 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I130 (Faith W. Brigel, April 23, 2010) 

I130-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The May 2008 Final Program EIR 
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation 
strategies to address the impacts.  The current Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts 
than previously anticipated.  The Authority will consider adopting 
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural 
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new 
decision.  

I130-2 
See Standard Response 7 regarding Eminent Domain. 

I130-3 
See Standard Response 3.  
 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie and vibration 
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  

I130-4 
 See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction. 

I130-5 
See Response to Comment I130-3.  The noise analysis at the 
project-level will include the cumulative impacts of existing noise 
sources (such as Caltrain) and proposed noise sources. 

I130-6 
Comment acknowledged. For more information on the funding plan, 
please see the Authority's Business Plan. 

I130-7 
The commenter states that ranking of eminent domain is subjective.  
Eminent domain is not an impact, but rather a method used for 

acquiring land for a public use.  It appears the commenter means 
that they believe that the ranking of land use impacts as low or 
medium is inappropriate.  Impacts of the HST system for the San 
Francisco to San Jose corridor were evaluated at the program level 
in Chapter 3.9 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR.  As noted in the 
Final Program EIR, in most locations the addition of two tracks 
within the Caltrain right-of-way would result in a low or medium 
impacts because there is low to medium potential that land would 
need to be acquired in these areas.  As part of the follow-on 
preliminary engineering and project-level EIR/EIS effort, site-specific 
analysis of impacts will be undertaken  to determine which 
properties would need to be acquired.  Also see Standard 
Response 7. 

I130-8 
Please see Response to Comment L003-105 and Standard Response 
2 regarding the tiered EIR process. 

I130-9 
See Response to Comment L020-36. 

I130-10 
More detailed information and analysis on groundwater, acquifers, 
and underground toxic plume impacts and mitigation measures will 
be included in project-level environmental documents. See Response 
to Comment L003-92. 

I130-11 
The commenter has expressed concern about noise impacts as a 
specific religious facility.  As part of the follow-on preliminary 
engineering and project-level EIR/EIS effort, site-specific analysis of 
noise impacts will be undertaken to determine which properties 
would be significantly affected and to identify mitigation, if 
necessary.  Also see Standard Response 5. 
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I130-12 
See Standard Response 5.  Site specific noise/vibration, construction, 
and train operational impacts on sensitive receptors such as schools, 
will be part of subsequent project-level environmental documents.  
The Authority will consider the comment as part of the project-level 
EIR/EIS processes. 

I130-13 
The commenter has expressed concern about  impacts as a specific 
medical facility.  As part of the follow-on preliminary engineering and 
project-level EIR/EIS effort, site-specific analysis of impacts will be 
undertaken to determine which properties would be significantly 
affected and to identify mitigation, if necessary. 

I130-14 
See Standard Response 5.  Site specific noise/vibration, construction, 
and train operational impacts on sensitive receptors such as schools, 
will be part of subsequent project-level environmental documents.  
The Authority will consider the comment as part of the project-level 
EIR/EIS processes. 

I130-15 
The commenter has expressed concern about  impacts as a specific 
pedestrian facility  As part of the follow-on preliminary engineering 
and project-level EIR/EIS effort, site-specific analysis of  impacts will 
be undertaken to determine which facilities would be significantly 
affected and to identify mitigation, if necessary. 

I130-16 
Comment acknowledged. The text of the 2010 Revised Final 
Program EIR Material has been revised to clarify that the information 
in section 7.3.2 as to the timing of prior expressions of support and 
opposition to particular network alternatives. 

I130-17 
Impacts of the HST system for the San Francisco to San Jose 
corridor were evaluated at the program level in Chapter 3.9 of the 
May 2008 Final Program EIR.   

I130-18 
The 2008 Final Program EIR depicts HST running in a combination of 
at-grade and retained fill through Palo Alto. This is shown in 
Appendix 2D, Sheet CC 4 of 6. The height of the fill varies from 7 to 
15 feet. This is well within the range of the height of typical homes 
in Palo Alto. Looking along streets perpendicular to Alma Street, 
much of the existing view of the hills is obscured by the mature trees 
arching over the streets and the landscaping along Alma Street. The 
HST project would not alter the trees along perpendicular side 
streets, and could replace existing landscaping along Alma Street 
with either a potential soundwall of undetermined height or a 
retaining wall within the heights shown above. In either case, the 
wall could likely be planted with vines and/or obscured by new 
landscaping. The view to the hills from parallel streets that cross the 
railway corridor would be partially obscured as one approaches the 
grade separation, but the extent of this cannot be determined until 
the project-level analysis, where specific designs will be created for 
each crossing. 

I130-19 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority is aware of its obligations to 
avoid and mitigate impacts and we believe this Revised Final 
Program EIR complies with CEQA.  The selection of the network 
alternative to connect the San Francisco Bay Area to the Central 
Valley will be made the Authority board and the board will consider 
all the alternatives discussed in the Program EIR. 
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Comment Letter I131 (Robert A. Biorn, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I131 (Robert A. Biorn, April 26, 2010) 

I131-1 
Comment noted. Detailed analysis at the project-level EIR/EIS will 
evaluate noise, vibration, parking, visual, and business impacts.  
Feasible mitigation measures will also be discussed at the project-
level.  See Standard Responses 2 and 3. 

I131-2 
Comment noted. Detailed analysis at the project-level EIR/EIS will 
evaluate impacts to existing heritage oaks and other landscaping and 
impacts to residences.  Feasible mitigation measures will also be 
discussed at the project-level. 
 
Comment about being a neighborhood expert is acknowledged.   

I131-3 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority is aware of its obligations to 
avoid and mitigate impacts and we believe this Revised Final 
Program EIR complies with CEQA.   

I131-4 
The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the 
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material.  The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with 
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation.  The Authority 
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is 
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.   
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Comment Letter I132 (Beth Bunnenberg, April 22, 2010) 

 
 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

  Page 16-380

 
 

Comment Letter I132 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I132 (Beth Bunnenberg, April 22, 2010) 

I132-1 
See Response to Comment L003-79.   
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Comment Letter I133 (Beth Bunnenberg, April 14, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I133 (Beth Bunnenberg, April 14, 2010) 

I133-1 
The Authority disagrees.  The analysis conducted for cultural 
resources in the 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material is appropriate for a program-level 
environmental document.  See Standard Response 3.  The revised 
project description between San Jose and Gilroy does not result in 
changes to the discussion of cultural resources beyond what was 
identified in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR related to 
Keesling's shade trees.  The analysis for cultural resources was 
included in Chapter 3.12, Cultural Resources and Paleontological 
Resources, in the May 2008 Final Program EIR.   

Mitigation strategies for cultural resources are included in Chapter 
3.12 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  Resource-specific cultural 
resources mitigation measures such as those resulting from noise, 
vibration, and visual intrusion will be developed as part of the 
project-level EIR/EIS and through the Section 106 process.  Also 
refer to Chapter 3.4, Noise and Vibration, for mitigation strategies 
related to vibration and Chapter 3.9, Aesthetic and Visual Resources, 
for mitigation strategies for visual intrusion.  Also see Standard 
Responses 3 and 5. 

Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 
§ 800), the procedures to be followed at the project level include 
identification of resources, evaluation of their significance under the 
National Register of Historic Places and CEQA, identification of any 
substantial adverse effects, and evaluation of potential mitigation 
measures.  Specific resources within the Area of Potential Effects will 
be further examined in detail at the project level because the 
identification of potentially affected resources and project effects and 
mitigation are dependent on the HST location and system design, 
and can only be done at the project level. 
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Comment Letter I134 (Hugo and Claire Fiennes, April 25, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I134 (Hugo and Claire Fiennes, April 25, 2010) 

I134-1 
See Response to Comment O004-6. 

I134-2 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Air quality and global climate 
change was not one of those topics.  Refer to Chapter 3.3 of the 
2008 Final Program EIR and Appendix 3.3-A where air quality and 
global climate change impacts are discussed and were air quality 
calculations are included.  The conclusion is that the HST system 
statewide would result in a net reduction in CO2 and GHG emissions.  
This analysis satisfied CEQA.  More detailed analysis of potential 
operational, maintenance, and construction air quality impacts on 
sensitive receptors will be provided during project-level 
environmental review, when more detailed information will be 
available.  See Standard Response 3. 

I134-3 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Energy was not one of those 
topics.  Please see Chapter 3.5 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR 
where construction energy is discussed. 

I134-4 
The studies will be conducted in accordance with the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) procedures presented in the High-
Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment Report prepared October 2005.  The FRA Guidance 
Manual reflects the result of research conducted for the FRA and is 
presented as part of FRA's efforts to provide guidance in the 
consideration of HST as a transportation option in those intercity 
corridors where it has the potential to be a cost effective and 
environmentally sound component of the intermodal transportation 
system.  See also Standard Response 5. 
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Comment Letter I135 (Frank Flynn, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I135 (Frank Flynn, April 26, 2010) 

I135-1 
Comment of support is acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter I136 (Susan L. Fineberg, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I136 (Susan L. Fineberg, April 26, 2010) 

I136-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The court ruling in the Town of Atherton 
case was included as Appendix A to the 2010 Revised Draft Program 
EIR Materials.  The court concluded that many portions of the 2008 
Final Program EIR complied with CEQA.  The Authority h as 
accurately stated that it was not required by the Court to start the 
EIR process over to comply with CEQA. 

I136-2 
The Authority disagrees that limiting the scope of comments to the 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material is inappropriate.  The Authority 
requested that members of the public focus their comments on the 
new information and analysis contained in the Revised Draft EIR 
Material and stated that the Authority’s legal obligation extended to 
responding only to those comments related to the new materials.  
The Authority's request is based on CEQA Guidelines section 
15088.5, applicable to situations like the current one where a lead 
agency must revise and recirculate only a portion of a prior Final 
EIR.  The current EIR process is specifically intended to comply with 
the judgment from the Town of Atherton litigation and that 
judgment found that only those issues in the revised materials 
required further CEQA compliance. 

I136-3 
See the 2008 Final Program EIR Volume 1 chapters 2 and 7 for a 
discussion of alignment alternatives including East Bay and Oakland.  
Oakland is included in the corridors listed in the referenced bond 
measure, Proposition 1A of 2008.  No additional information on this 
topic was included in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material.  
This topic was not identified by the Superior Court in the Town of 
Atherton case as an area needing additional work to comply with 
CEQA. 

I136-4 
The issue of growth inducement is not one of the areas identified by 
the court in the Town of Atherton final judgment as requiring further 
work to comply with CEQA.  Economic growth and growth-related 
impacts were discussed in the May 2008 Final Program EIR in 
Chapter 5.  The impact of growth on farmlands is specifically 
addressed. 

I136-5 
The Authority  notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs did 
evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not travel 
up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor.  These alternatives 
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San 
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass 
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via  Transbay Tube; 
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San 
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San 
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local 
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with 
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.  

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to 
carry into the project level environmental document.  The 
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff 
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the 
Authority as part of the new decision.  Public comments supporting 
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that 
the Board considers.   

I136-6 
Detailed information and analysis of energy impacts will be included 
in the project-level EIR/EIS. In addition to the energy demand of the 
HST, the energy impact analysis will consider the energy impacts in 
terms of fuel usage resulting from other modes of transportation 
affected by the project such as automobiles, planes and trains . 
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I136-7 
Because this is a program-level document, the analysis considered 
the potential for property impacts on a broad scale.  Potential 
project-level impacts on property will be addressed at the project-
level.  See Standard Response 7 regarding Eminent Domain. 

I136-8 
The programmatic level of detail in the May 2008 Program EIR/EIS 
and the Revised Draft Program EIR Material is intended to be 
commensurate with the programmatic nature of the decisions under 
consideration.  Engineering of the alternatives has not progressed far 
enough to allow an analysis of the cut and fill requirements for the 
alternatives.  More detailed analysis of site-specific environmental 
impacts and mitigation measures for a more detailed project 
(selection of specific HST track placement alternative, selection of 
specific station locations) will be considered in in subsequent project-
level EIR/EISs. 

I136-9 
See Response to Comment L020-36. 
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Comment Letter I137 (Amy Friedman, April 19, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I137 - Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

  Page 16-394

 
 

Comment Letter I137 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I137 (Amy Friedman, April 19, 2010) 

I137-1 
The Authority's Bay Area to Central Valley Program EIR is intended 
as a first-tier environmental review under CEQA.  The EIR text 
indicates the methodology of the programmatic analysis.  Some 
chapters of the environmental analysis are augmented by data 
included in Volume 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  We believe the 
data and information are sufficient for the general level of decision 
making.  See Standard Responses 2 and 3. 

I137-2 
The discussion of the basis of the preferred alternative was included 
in Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Materials.  This 
discussion describes the tradeoffs between alternatives and how well 
the alternatives meet the project objectives. 

I137-3 
See Standard Response 10 regarding vertical profile alternatives. 

I137-4 
As noted in Chapter 3.4 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, varying 
study area widths were used for noise/vibration, depending on the 
expected speeds withing the segment.  Where speeds are expected 
to be low, a study area of 100 feet on both sides of the alignment 
was used.  For top-speed areas, the potential impact study area 
extended to 200 feet on both sides of the alignment.  This 
methodology is consistent with screening criteria recommended by 
FRA, FHWA, and FTA.  Detailed analysis at the project-level EIR/EIS 
will evaluate noise and vibration impacts.  Feasible mitigation 
measures will also be discussed at the project-level. 

I137-5 
Immediately adjacent to the commenter’s address, the existing 
Caltrain right-of-way is approximately 100 feet wide.  The 2008 Final 
Program EIR assumed that Caltrain and HST would remain within the 
existing right-of-way, meaning that trees outside the right-of-way 

would not be removed, although some trimming would be required 
for vegetation intruding on the right-of-way. The trees along the 
right-of-way could work to screen the visual impact and noise from 
the project, including any potential soundwalls. 

A detailed impacts analysis of the HST will be undertaken as part of 
project level engineering and environmental analyses.  Operational, 
construction, and maintenance impacts can be addressed as part of 
a project-level EIR/EIS.  Specific locations and the scale of impacts 
will be further examined in detail at the project level because they 
are a product of the HST system design, and the detail necessary to 
identify the presence of the impact, the level of significance, and 
mitigation can only be done at the project level.  The exact 
specification of screening or plantings and their design would be 
determined by the project-level analysis.   

I137-6 
See Standard Response 3.  
 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie and vibration 
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  At 
that time, noise data will be provided in the document, as 
appendices, or as separate studies available at the Authority's 
website. 

I137-7 
See Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered EIR process and 
Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impacts 
analysis and mitigation in the program-level EIR.  Detailed analysis 
at the project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate air quality (particulates) 
impacts.  Feasible mitigation measures will also be discussed at the 
project-level. 
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I137-8 
The business plans and addenda prepared by the Authority identify 
that the riders fares would cover the entire cost of operating and 
maintaining the system, see Standard Response 5. 

I137-9 
See Response to Comment I137-6.  More detailed information and 
analysis of nosie and vibration impacts and mitigation will be 
included in project-level EIR/EISs.  The project-level vibration 
analysis will consider impacts to both typical structures and to 
historic structures that may be mor susceptible to vibration.  
Appropriate mitigation, if necessary, can be incorporated into the 
project design to buffer vibration at the source. 

I137-10 
 See Standard Resonse 7 regarding Eminent Domain. 

I137-11 
 See Standard Resonse 6 regarding property values. 

I137-12 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Construction impacts was not 
one of those topics. See Chapter 3.18 in the 2008 Final Program EIR 
and the impact analyses in other sections of Chapter 3.   More 
detailed impact analyses related to HST system construction 
including trackway, stations, maintenance facilities, transmission 
lines, staging areas, and other project elements will be performed 
during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis, when more detailed 
design, location, and phasing/duration information will be available 
for the selected HST alignment.  The Authority would work with local 
agencies prior to and during construction to minimize impacts on 
adjacent land uses.  See Standard Response 6. 

I137-13 
See Standard Responses 6 and 7 regarding the requirements of 
CEQA and quality of life impacts and eminent domain. 

I137-14 
See Response to Comment I011-13 regarding Cost 

Safety and secrity procedures will be described in detail in upcoming 
documents. 

I137-15 
See Response to Comment I011-13. 

I137-16 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority will comply with all 
applicable laws and regulations in the bidding and hiring process for 
construction of the HST system. 

I137-17 
See Standard Responses 3 and 6. 

I137-18 
We appreciate this comment on the public relations effort and will 
consider it as the Authority continues its efforts on the high-speed 
train system. 

I137-19 
Comment acknowledged.  Project-level design and environmental 
review will provide the type of detailed information that the 
commenter requests.  At the program level, the Authority believes 
the Program EIR is sufficient for identifying the broad choices and 
tradeoffs involved in making a general decision on an alignment 
connecting the Bay Area to the Central Valley. 
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Comment Letter I138 (Keith Ferrell, April 26, 2010) 

 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

  Page 16-398

 
 

Response to Letter I138 (Keith Ferrell, April 26, 2010) 

I138-1 
See Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered EIR process and 
Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impacts 
analysis and mitigation in the program-level EIR.  Detailed analysis 
at the project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate noise, vibration, and visual 
impacts.  Feasible mitigation measures will also be discussed at the 
project-level. 

I138-2 
See Response to Comment 1136-7. 

I138-3 
See Response to Comment I138-1. 
 
Additional site-specific analysis of impacts will be conducted for the 
project-level EIR/EISs. 

I138-4 
See Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered EIR process and 
Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impacts 
analysis and mitigation in the program-level EIR.  Detailed analysis 
at the project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate construction and 
operational impacts.  Feasible mitigation measures will also be 
discussed at the project-level. 

I138-5 
See Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered EIR process. 

I138-6 
Specific operations for the joint operations on the Peninsula are 
being developed by the Peninsula Rail Program as part of the 
project-level EIR. 

I138-7 
See Standard Response 10. 

I138-8 
Proposition 1A, which contains specific requirements for the HST 
project, defines the first phase of the HST project to be from 
Transbay Terminal in San Francisco to Anaheim, via Los Angeles 
Union Station. 

I138-9 
Comment acknowledged. The project continues to be pursued 
because the voters of the State of California approved it in 
November 2008. 
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Comment Letter I139 (Lennart R. Flippu, March 16, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I139 (Lennart R. Flippu, March 16, 2010) 

I139-1 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Public parks and recreation 
was not one of those topics.  Parks and recreational issues are 
discussed Chapter 3.16 Section 4(f) and 6(f) Resources (Public Parks 
and Recreation) of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  More detailed 
analyses related to impacts on recreational resources, including 
Hayward Square, during construction and operation will be 
performed during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more 
detailed design and location information will be available.  See 
Chapter 3.4, Noise and Vibration, Chapter 3.2, Air Quality and Global 
Climate Change, and Chapter 3.9, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, 
regarding impacts and mitigation strategies.  See also Standard 
Response 3. 

I139-2 
See Standard Response 5. 

I139-3 
See Standard Response 5.  Site specific noise/vibration, construction, 
and train operational impacts on sensitive receptors such as schools, 
will be part of subsequent project-level environmental documents.  
The Authority will consider the comment as part of the project-level 
EIR/EIS processes. 
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Comment Letter I140 (Carolyn M. Frake, April 2, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I140 (Carolyn M. Frake, April 2, 2010) 

I140-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

I140-2 
The HST is being designed to address is to accommodate the growth 
foreseen throughout the State of California in the coming decades. 
The analysis in the statewide Program EIR demonstrated that a HST 
project would cost less than expanding freeways and airports while 
providing better service. The vehicles that your comment suggests 
could substitute for the HST project would travel at an average 
speed about a third of a HST. They would be subject to congestion 
on the highways and would not provide the comfort and amenities of 
the HST.  See Statewide Program EIR/EIS (ceritified November 
2005). 

I140-3 
Comment acknowledged. 

I140-4 
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values. 
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Comment Letter I141 (Tracy Ferrell, April 8, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I141 (Tracy Ferrell, April 8, 2010) 

I141-1 
Chapter 2.2, Revised Land Use Analysis: San Jose to Gilroy, in the 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material and Chapter 3.7 of the May 2008 
Final Program EIR discus the analysis of land use impacts.  To 
determine potential property impacts, the land uses within 50 ft of 
either side of the existing corridor or within 50 ft of both sides of the 
centerline for new HST alignments were characterized by type and 
density of development. The study area for land use compatibility, 
communities and neighborhoods, and environmental justice is 0.25-
mile on either side of the centerline of the rail and highway corridors 
included in the alignment alternatives and the same distance around 
station location options and other potential HST-related facilities.  
This is the extent of area where the alignment alternative might 
result in changes to land use; the type, density, or patterns of 
development; or socioeconomic conditions.  For the property impacts 
analysis, the study area is narrower as noted above o better 
represent the properties most likely to be affected by the 
improvements in the alignment alternatives.  As noted in Chapter 3 
of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, varying study area widths were 
used for noise/vibration, biological resources and wetlands, cultural 
resources, visual, and parks and recreation.   

I141-2 
The visual impact analysis in Chapter 3.9 of the 2008 Final Program 
EIR discussed the project as defined in that document.  It considered 
the relative impacts along the entire Caltrain corridor. The visual 
analysis does not reflect statements made in the 2009 Business Plan. 

I141-3 
The Authority does not understand the comment. 

I141-4 
The "Low" rating given to the Dumbarton-San Jose subsegment of 
the Caltrain Corridor reflects visual impacts for the entire Caltrain 
corridor, not specific locations. The rating considers that the project 
is expanding an existing use. The Program EIR depicts HST running 
in a combination of at-grade and retained fill along most of the 
Caltrain corridor. This is shown in Appendix 2D, Sheet CC 4 of 6. The 
addition of the HST facilities are completely within the existing 
Caltrain right-of-way at most locations. It considers that trees 
outside the right-of-way would not be removed, although some 
trimming would be required for vegetation intruding on the right-of-
way. The trees along the right-of-way would work to screen the 
visual impact and noise from the project, including any potential 
soundwalls. These factors combine for a "low" overall rating for the 
Dumbarton-San Jose subsegment. The project-level EIR/EIS would 
make a more detailed assessment of all impacts, including grade 
separations. 
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Comment Letter I142 (Annette Glanckopf, April 21, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I142 (Annette Glanckopf, April 21, 2010) 

I142-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

I142-2 
The commenter expresses a desire to have one transportation 
commission to oversee all modes of transportation in the state.  
While the Authority has worked closely with other transportation 
providers in the study area, commenters suggestion is outside the 
scope of this environmental process. 

I142-3 
Comment acknowledged.  The 2008 Final Program EIR includes 
evaluation of both Altamont and Pacheco network alternatives that 
would stop in San Jose. 

I142-4 
We disagree that the ridership forecasts are flawed in light of future 
potential increases in telecommuting.  The ridership and revenue 
forecasts used in the 2010 Revised Program EIR rely on official 
population and employment forecasts developed by the California 
Department of Finance and regional planning agencies throughout 
the state.  The forecasts assume continuation of current trends 
regarding telecommuting, fuel costs and similar factors that 
influence people’s desire and willingness to travel.  Although 
ridership and revenue sensitivity tests were developed to understand 
the potential effects of changes in these factors, the “most likely” 
future scenario, based on continuation of current trends, was used 
for the Program EIR rather than speculative changes in some 
variables.  The comment about flaws in the costs per ride appears to 
be a comment on the Authority's Business Plan or other public 
information, rather than a comment on the Program EIR.   

I142-5 
See Response to Comment I011-13. 

I142-6 
The Authority has sought to utilize existing transportation corridors, 
like the Caltrain corridor, to the greatest extent feasible in order to 
minimize environmental impacts and property acquisition needs 
related to the project.   

In addition, project-level studies will include a detailed assessment of 
potential disruption to businesses and communities during project 
construction, evaluation of construction phasing and staging needs 
and impacts, and detailed mitigation plans to address impacts of 
construction on traffic, circulation, and property access.   Such 
detailed assessments can only be provided when additional design 
and engineering detail is developed for the project-level studies. Also 
see Standard response 7 regarding eminent domain. 

I142-7 
See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.   The 
contractor would be required to store equipment overnight, likely 
within a secured staging area.   

I142-8 
The traffic disruptions due to construction will be temporary. 
Permanent and temporary potential traffic impacts due to the project 
will be evaluated at the project-level EIR/EIS.   Changes in traffic 
volumes on regional roadways that result from project construction 
and effect of the changed traffic volumes on operations of roadways 
and critical intersections will be evaluated. Once in service, CAHST is 
projected to attract some long-distance trips from major roadways 
thereby leading to an overall improvement in traffic conditions in the 
region.   

I142-9 
The Authority disagrees with the commenter’s statement. See 
Standard Response 10 regarding route alternatives. 
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I142-10 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Outreach was not one of 
those topics.  Please see Chapter 10, Public and Agency 
Involvement, in the 2008 Final Program EIR. The scoping activities 
for the Bay Area to Central Valley HST Draft Program EIR/EIS were 
conducted between November 15 and December 16, 2005 and 
included meetings in San Jose, San Francisco and four other cities.  
The Authority held a total of eight public hearings, including in San 
Jose and San Francisco to present the Draft Program EIR/EIS and to 
receive public comments between August 23, 2007 and September 
26, 2007. 

The Authority has endeavored to provide the broadest possible 
notice of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material.  Notification 
was provided in 8 newspapers including the San Francisco Examiner 
and San Jose Mercury News. A Notice of Availability and Notice of a 
Public Meeting postcard was further distributed to over 50,000 
individuals identified as part of on-going project-level engineering 
and environmental studies.  The Revised Draft Program EIR Material 
and a Notice of Availability and of a Public Meetings was also made 
available to 16 libraries for public viewing.  Two public meetings 
were held on April 7, 2010 in San Jose on the Revised Draft Program 
EIR. Both of these meetings did not end until everyone had the 
ability to speak.   If the Authority proceeds with a network 
alternative that involves Palo Alto at the project level, the Authority 
will continue its efforts at public outreach in the  area.      

I142-11 
Comment acknowledged. 

I142-12 
The 2008 Final Program EIR depicts HST running in a combination of 
at-grade and retained fill through Palo Alto.  This is shown in 
Appendix 2D, Sheet CC 4 of 6. The height of the fill varies from 7 to 
15 feet. This is well within the range of the height of typical homes 
in Palo Alto and would not tower over them. A detailed impacts 

analysis of the HST will be undertaken as part of project level 
engineering and environmental analyses.  Operational, construction, 
and maintenance impacts can be addressed as part of a project-level 
EIR/EIS.  Specific locations and the scale of impacts can be further 
examined at the project level because they are a product of the HST 
system design, and the detail necessary to identify the presence of 
the impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can only be done 
at the project level. 

I142-13 
See Standard Response 3.  
 
More detailed information and analysis of noise impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  The noise 
analysis at the project-level will include impacts to residential 
outdoor use areas.  Both construction-period and long-term 
operational noise impacts will be evaluated.   

I142-14 
The ridership forecasts used in the Program EIR were based on 
assumptions about the future cost of HST travel in comparison to 
auto and air travel costs.  The Program EIR does not identify 
information about ticket prices.  This comment appears to address 
the Authority's Business Plan or other public information, rather than 
the Program EIR.  See Standard Responses 4 and 8. 

I142-15 
El Palo Alto, the old Palo Alto tree, has lived next to the railway since 
1863, with the current double-track configuration in place since 
1904. The HST tracks depicted in the 2008 Final Program EIR run to 
the west of the existing tracks, further from El Palo Alto than the 
existing tracks. As the tree is a historic site, analysis will be 
undertaken in the project-level EIR/EIS  to determine the design and 
mitigation to make sure the tree is not damaged by the HST. 

I142-16 
Comment acknowledged. 
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I142-17 
Comments acknowledged. 

I142-18 
Comments acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter I143 (Anjan Ghose, April 25, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I143 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I143 (Anjan Ghose, April 25, 2010) 

I143-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The comment is introductory in nature 
and no response is necessary. 

I143-2 
 See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.   

I143-3 
See Standard Response 3.  
 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie and vibration 
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.   

I143-4 
Comment acknowledged. The Authority Board committed in July 
2008 to investigate profile alternatives to avoid and minimize 
potential impacts, including trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade 
between San Francisco and San Jose.  Although the Authority has 
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to 
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the 
project level alternatives screening.  Greater detail about tunnel and 
trench options being considered in preliminary alternatives screening 
for project-level environmental documents can be found on the 
Authority's website.  See also Standard Response 3. 

I143-5 
The 2008 Final Program EIR assumed that Caltrain and HST would 
remain within the existing right-of-way at most locations, meaning 
that trees outside the right-of-way would not be removed, although 
some trimming would be required for vegetation intruding on the 
right-of-way.  If there is a need to acquire adjacent properties for 
locations where the current Caltrain right-of-way is not wide enough 
to accommodate the addition of HST, replacement landscaping could 
likely be established outside the area required for rail operations. 
This landscaping could replace that removed for the project. In 
locations where existing trees exist on the Caltrain right-of-way, 
design and engineering undertaken as part of the project-level 
EIR/EIS can determine if they are located where they cause no 
interference with the future rail operations. 

I143-6 
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values. 
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Comment Letter I144 (Michael Goldeen, April 5, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I144 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I144 (Michael Goldeen, April 5, 2010) 

I144-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

I144-2 
The Authority disagrees with the commenter’s statement. See 
Standard Response 10 regarding vertical profile alternatives. 

I144-3 
The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile 
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including 
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade.  Although the Authority has 
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to 
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the 
project level alternatives screening.  Greater detail about tunnel and 
trench options being considered in preliminary alternatives screening 
for project-level environmental documents can be found on the 
Authority's website. 
 
Once horizontal and vertical alignments have been designed, the 
project-level EIR/EIS will consider impacts to community character 
and cohesion and visual quality.  

I144-4 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  See Standard 
Responses 3 and 5. 

I144-5 
El Palo Alto, the old Palo Alto tree, has lived next to the railway since 
1863, with the current double-track configuration in place since 
1904. The HST tracks depicted in the 2008 Final Program EIR run to 
the west of the existing tracks, further from El Palo Alto than the 
existing tracks. As the tree is a historic site, analysis will be 
undertaken in the project-level EIR/EIS  to determine the design and 
mitigation to make sure the tree is not damaged by the HST. 

I144-6 
The Authority disagrees with the comment. 

I144-7 
For equivalent distance trips by air and HST, HST produces 
significantly less carbon than air travel. The 2005 Statewide Program 
EIR demonstrated that over 3,000 lane-miles of freeway, along with 
new airport runways and gates would be needed to be built to 
provide the same capacity as the HST system proposed for 
California. The area of land covered by the freeway and airport 
expansion is much greater than the land that would be covered by 
the HST project. In both examples, the HST project is superior with 
regards to the carbon issues the comment cites. 

I144-8 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Air quality and global climate 
change was not one of those topics.  Refer to Chapter 3.3 of the 
2008 Final Program EIR where air quality and global climate change 
impacts are discussed.  More detailed analysis of potential 
operational, maintenance, and construction air quality impacts will 
be provided during project-level environmental review, when more 
detailed information will be available concerning system design and 
placement.  As noted in the 2008 Final Program EIR, the proposed 
HST system would result in beneficial impacts related to greenhouse 
gas emissions and global climate change.  Any additional carbon 
entering the atmosphere, whether by emissions from the project 
itself or by removal of carbon sequestering plants (included 
agricultural crops), would be more than offset by the beneficial 
reduction of carbon resulting from the project due to a reduction in 
automobile vehicle miles traveled (mobile sources) and reduction in 
the number of airplane trips. 
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I144-9 
The Authority disagrees with the comment.  Over 45 years in many 
countries around the world, HST has repeatedly proven its ability to 
cover its operating costs and return a profit. 

I144-10 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter I145 (Janice S. Good, April 22, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I145 (Janice S. Good, April 22, 2010) 

I145-1 
In the vicinity of this address, the HST tracks depicted in the 2008 
Final Program EIR run to the west of the existing tracks, which are 
on the west side of Alma Street. This design should not affect the 
trees on this property.  An analysis of the HST will be undertaken as 
part of project level engineering and environmental analyses.  
Operational, construction, and maintenance impacts will be 
addressed as part of a project-level EIR/EIS.  Specific locations and 
the scale of impacts would be examined at the project level because 
they are a product of the HST system design, and the detail 
necessary to identify the presence of the impact, the level of 
significance, and mitigation can only be done at the project level.  

El Palo Alto, the old Palo Alto tree, has lived next to the railway since 
1863, with the current double-track configuration in place since 
1904. The HST tracks depicted in the 2008 Final Program EIR run to 
the west of the existing tracks, further from El Palo Alto than the 
existing tracks. As the tree is a historic site, analysis will be 
undertaken in the project-level EIR/EIS  to determine the design and 
mitigation to make sure the tree is not damaged by the HST. 
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Comment Letter I146 (Karen Holman, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I146 (Karen Holman, April 26, 2010) 

I146-1 
The Authority disagrees.  The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material addresses those topics identified in the final judgment for 
the Town of Atherton litigation as requiring corrective work under 
CEQA.  Cumulative impacts was not one of those topics.  Cumulative 
impacts were considered in Chapter 3.17 of the May 2008 Final 
Program EIR.  A list of detailed projects and plans used in the 
analysis are listed and discussed in Appendix 3.17-A.  A definition of 
cumulative impacts per CEQA and NEPA is included in Chapter 3.17.  
Sufficient detail is provided for this program-level analysis, and 
further analysis will be included in the project-level environmental 
analyses, when more detailed engineering, design, and location 
information will be available for the HST system and when future 
projects can be considered in more detail. 

I146-2 
See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction. 

I146-3 
The programmatic level of detail in the May 2008 Program EIR/EIS 
and the Revised Draft Program EIR Material is intended to be 
commensurate with the programmatic nature of the decisions under 
consideration.  Engineering of the alternatives has not progressed far 
enough to allow an analysis of the cut and fill requirements for the 
alternatives.  More detailed analysis of site-specific environmental 
impacts and mitigation measures for a more detailed project 
(selection of specific HST track placement alternative, selection of 
specific station locations) will be considered in in subsequent project-
level EIR/EISs. 

I146-4 
See Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered EIR process and 
Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impacts 

analysis and mitigation in the program-level EIR.  Detailed analysis 
at the project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate impacts to specific cultural, 
historical, and natural resources.  Feasible mitigation measures will 
also be discussed at the project-level. 

I146-5 
All HST tracks will be grade separated; therefore, the alignment itself 
will not lead to re-routing of traffic except in the construction phase 
or due to road closures, which are few in number. The impacts due 
to traffic accessing HST stations will be analyzed and presented in 
the project-level EIR/EIS. Potential changes in traffic volumes on 
regional roadways that result from project construction and effect of 
the changed traffic volumes on operations of roadways and critical 
intersections will be evaluated at this stage.  

I146-6 
Comment acknowledged.  See Standard Response 4. 

I146-7 
See Response to Comment I195-1. 

I146-8 
Because this is a program-level document, the analysis considered 
the potential for land use and planning impacts on a broad scale.  
Potential project-level impacts on existing and future land use, 
planning and development will be addressed in the project-level 
EIR/EIS. 
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Comment Letter I147 (Carolyn Jo Horne, April 6, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I147 (Carolyn Jo Horne, April 6, 2010) 

I147-1 
The Authority disagrees with the commenter’s statement. See 
Standard Response 10 regarding route alternatives. 

I147-2 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority has sought to utilize 
existing transportation corridors to the greatest extent feasible to 
minimize environmental impacts.  Aligning the HST system with 
existing transportation corridors also presents opportunities to 
minimize the need for private property acquisitions in some areas.  
Specific property that may be necessary to implement a particular 
project level alignment alternative will be addressed during the 
project-level environmental process. 
 
Additional site-specific analysis of potential impacts to individual 
properties and to community character will be conducted for the 
project-level EIR/EISs. 

I147-3 
The California High Speed Rail Authority certified the the Bay Area to 
Central Valley HST Program EIR/EIS in accordance with CEQA on 
July 9, 2008. The document described the Program alignment, from 
San Francisco down the Caltrain right-of-way to San Jose and then 
south to the Pacheco Pass. This material was available prior to the 
election in November 2008. 

I147-4 
Comment noted.  The 2010 Revised Final Program EIR Material 
includes mitigation strategies that will be refined and applied at the 
project-EIR level to avoid and minimize impacts to the greatest 
extent feasible. 

I147-5 
The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the 
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material.  The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with 
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation.  The Authority 
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is 
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.  See 
also Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives. 

I147-6 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter I148 (Lindsay and Ken Joye, April 26, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I148 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I148 (Lindsay and Ken Joye, April 26, 2010) 

I148-1 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Air quality and global climate 
change was not one of those topics.  Refer to Chapter 3.3 of the 
2008 Final Program EIR where air quality and global climate change 
impacts are discussed.  More detailed analysis of potential 
operational, maintenance, and construction air quality impacts will 
be provided during project-level environmental review, when more 
detailed information will be available concerning system design and 
placement.  The mitigation strategies identified in the 2008 Final 
Program EIR including "Minimize equipment idling time" will be 
further developed as part of project-level analysis and as part of any 
mitigation monitoring program.  

I148-2 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  For the project-
level noise analysis, engineering will be available at enough detail to 
allow modeling of noise impacts, to the distance where such impacts 
would occur.  Sensitive receivers will be identified as part of this 
analysis, including residences, schools, parks, and similar facilities.  
See Standard Responses 3 and 5. 

I148-3 
The California High Speed Rail Authority does not have the ability to 
control the operations of either Caltrain or the UPRR, so compelling 
them to participate in this mitigation is not allowed under CEQA. 

I148-4 
See Response to Comment I148-2.  More detailed information and 
analysis of nosie impacts and mitigation will be included in project-
level EIR/EISs.  

I148-5 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Energy was not one of those 
topics.  Please see Section 3.5 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR.  
Specific mitigation measures such as the use of biodiesel, CNG or 
electric vehicle for construction equipment and purchase of 
renewable energy or renewable energy credits may be considered in 
the project-level EIR/EIS.    

I148-6 
As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR, 
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an 
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore 
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that 
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or 
community focal points in the corridor.  In addition, construction of 
grade separations where none previously existing would improve 
circulation between neighborhood areas.   The Authority has 
received a number of comments expressing concern over the 
impacts of the HST being placed an elevated structure.  The 
Authority is evaluating multiple profile alternatives at the project 
level including at-grade and below grade alternatives (trench and 
tunnel) in addition to an aerial profile.   

I148-7 
The visual impact analysis in Chapter 3.9 of the 2008 Final Program 
EIR considered the relative impacts along the entire Caltrain corridor. 
For the majority of the Caltrain corridor, the HST will have a low 
visual impact.  The project-level EIR/EIS, currently underway, will 
make a more detailed assessment of all impacts, including elevated 
sections and grade separations. 

I148-8 
See response to I148-2. 
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Comment Letter I149 (Helen Stavropoulos Sandoval, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I149 (Helen Stavropoulos Sandoval, April 26, 2010) 

I149-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The May 2008 Final Program EIR 
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation 
strategies to address the impacts.  The current Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts 
than previously anticipated.  The Authority will consider adopting 
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural 
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new 
decision.  

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is 
acknowledged.   

The Authority disagrees that impacts and mitigation measures were 
not properly investigated.  The current Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material is part of a first-tier, programmatic environmental review 
process examining the impacts of 21 network alternatives at a broad 
level of detail. 

I149-2 
Comment acknowledged.  The safety considerations in system 
design are described in the Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  
The HST system will be designed as a fully access controlled 
guideway with intrusion monitoring systems.  In addition, the system 
will be fully grade separated.  Profile variations will be considered as 
part of project-level environmental review. 

I149-3 
The Authority disagrees.  The current Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA 
compliance.  The level of detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to 
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.   

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation 
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.  
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing 
impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific 
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review.  The 
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a 
new program-level decision.   

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the 
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material.  The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with 
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation.  The Authority 
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is 
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA. 
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Comment Letter I150 (William J. Jaynes, April 2, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I150 (William J. Jaynes, April 2, 2010) 

I150-1 
See Standard Respponse 6 regarding the requirements of CEQA and 
quality of life impacts. 
 
See Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered EIR process and 
Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impacts 
analysis and mitigation in the program-level EIR.  Detailed analysis 
at the project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate construction and 
operational impacts.  Feasible mitigation measures will also be 
discussed at the project-level. 

I150-2 
See Standard Response 10 regarding route alternatives. 

I150-3 
The safety considerations in system design are described in the 
Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  The HST system will be 
designed as a fully access controlled guideway with intrusion 
monitoring systems.   

I150-4 
Comment acknowledged.  See Standard Response 4. 

I150-5 
The ridership and revenue forecasts used in the 2010 Revised 
Program EIR rely on official population and employment forecasts 
developed by the California Department of Finance and regional 
planning agencies throughout the state.  The forecasts assume 
continuation of current trends regarding telecommuting, fuel costs 
and similar factors that influence people’s desire and willingness to 
travel.  Although ridership and revenue sensitivity tests were 
developed to understand the potential effects of changes in these 
factors, the “most likely” future scenario, based on continuation of 
current trends, was used for the Program EIR rather than 
speculative changes in some variables. 

I150-6 
The Authority disagrees with your statement.  Over 45 years in many 
countries around the world, HST has repeatedly proven its ability to 
cover its operating costs and return an operational profit (revenues 
exceeding operational and maintenance costs). 

I150-7 
This is not a comment on the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material.   The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses 
those topics identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton 
litigation as requiring corrective work under CEQA.  The purpose of 
the project was not one of those topics. See Chapter 1, Purpose and 
Need and Objectives, in the 2008 Final Program EIR.   

I150-8 
Substantial outreach through the preparation of the program 
documents was conducted. Information has been made available for 
the public to review and provide input at each stage of the process. 
Please see Chapter 10, Public and Agency Involvement, in the 2008 
Final Program EIR. The Authority conducted scoping activities for the 
Bay Area to Central Valley HST Draft Program EIR/EIS including 
meetings in San Jose, San Francisco and four other cities.  The 
Authority held a total of eight public hearings, including in San Jose 
and San Francisco to present the Draft Program EIR/EIS and to 
receive public comments between August 23, 2007 and September 
26, 2007.  The Authority has endeavored to provide the broadest 
possible notice of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material.  
Notification was provided in 8 newspapers including the San 
Francisco Examiner and San Jose Mercury News. A Notice of 
Availability and Notice of a Public Meeting postcard was further 
distributed to over 50,000 individuals identified as part of on-going 
project-level engineering and environmental studies.  The Revised 
Draft Program EIR Material and a Notice of Availability and of a 
Public Meetings was also made available to 16 libraries for public 
viewing.  Two public meetings were held on April 7, 2010 in San 
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Jose on the Revised Draft Program EIR. If the Authority proceeds 
with a network alternative that involves cities along the Peninsula at 
the project level, the Authority will continue its efforts at public 
outreach in the  area. 
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Comment Letter I151 (Richard C. Dundas, April 22, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I151 (Richard_C_Dundas, April 22, 2010) 

I151-1 
See Standard Response 10 regarding vertical profile alternatives. 

I151-2 
See Standard Response 10 regarding route alternatives. 

I151-3 
Development of connecting transit systems between the Caltrain 
corridor and an I-280 HST alignment, as cited in the comment letter, 
is outside the scope of this document. 
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Comment Letter I152 (Michelle Djokic, April 3, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I152 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I152 (Michelle Djokic, April 3, 2010) 

I152-1 
 See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.   

I152-2 
The Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Electromagnetic fields (EMF) 
was not one of those topics.  Please see Chapter 3.6 of the May 
2008 Final Program EIR.  The analysis identified that the HST project 
(and it's electrical supply and facilities) would have minimal 
electromagnetic interference (EMI)/EMF exposures at levels for 
which there are no documented health risks are anticipated and that 
EMI/EMF concerns are less than significant at the programmatic level 
under CEQA and not significant under NEPA.  Furthermore, the 
Authority in the CEQA findings and the FRA in the ROD for the 2005 
Statewide Program EIR/EIS adopted design practices and mitigation 
strategies to address potential EMI/EMF issues for the HST system to 
be applied and refined at the project-level in the future.  It is 
anticipated that the use of the design practices and mitigation 
strategies will reduce exposure to EMFs and reduce the potential for 
EMI with biomedical devices to the lowest practical level.   
 
Standard design practices for overhead catenary power supply 
system substations, transmission lines, and vehicles of the approved 
HST system include the use of appropriate materials, spacing, and, if 
necessary, shielding to avoid potential EMF/EMI impacts and to 
reduce the EMFs and EMI to a practical minimum.  More detailed 
information and analysis on potential EMI/EMF impacts will be 
included in project-level environmental documents.   

I152-3 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  See Standard 
Responses 3 and 5. 

I152-4 
See Response to Comment 1017-4. 

I152-5 
The Authority disagrees with your statement. The HST will be 
designed to the appropriate seismic standards and has specific 
design requirements to minimize risk from seismic events. 

I152-6 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Hydrology and water 
resources was not one of those topics.  Please see Chapter 3.14 of 
the 2008 Final Program EIR.  Potential impacts from shallow 
groundwater as well as mitigation strategies was discussed in this 
chapter.  More detailed analyses related to groundwater impacts and 
potenial impacts on nearby marshlands will be performed during the 
project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design and 
location information will be available.  See Standard Response 3.    

I152-7 
See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.   

I152-8 
See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.   

I152-9 
See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.   

I152-10 
The HST system will need to be completely grade separated on the 
peninsula corridor, eliminating both the train horn noise and the bell 
noise from the grade-crossing protection devices.  See Standard 
Response 6 regarding property values. 
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I152-11 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Construction impacts was not 
one of those topics. See Chapter 3.18, Construction Methods and 
Impacts, and Chapte 3.4, Noise and Vibration,  in the 2008 Final 
Program EIR and the impact analyses in other sections of Chapter 3.   
More detailed impact analyses related to HST system construction 
including trackway, stations, maintenance facilities, transmission 
lines, staging areas, and other project elements will be performed 
during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis, when more detailed 
design, location, and phasing/duration information will be available 
for the selected HST alignment.  The Authority would work with local 
agencies prior to and during construction to minimize impacts on 
adjacent land uses. Mitigation strategies identified in Chapter 3.4 
include using enclosures or walls to surround noisy equipment, 
installing mufflers on engines, substituting quieter equipment or 
construction methods, minimizing time of operation, and locating 
equipment farther from sensitive receptors; suspension of 
construction during certain hours in residential areas; requiring 
contractors to comply withl local sound control and noise-level rules, 
regulations, and ordinances. Soundwalls and other noise attenuating 
measures could be constructed prior to the project to also reduce 
noise.  See Standard Response 6.   

I152-12 
Please see Response to Comment I190-9. 

I152-13 
Hydrofoils, catamarans or any other type of ocean-going vessel 
traveling from San Francisco to Los Angeles would require about a 
430 mile voyage, from within San Francisco Bay to Long Beach. The 
fastest vessels can travel at about 90mph. This would lead to about 
a five-hour one way trip. New terminals would need to be built, with 
intermodal connections and significant amounts of parking. While a 
terminal on the San Francisco waterfront would be well-located for 
travelers, a maritime terminal in LA would not. The size of the 
terminals would have significant impacts on their surroundings, 
especially in San Francisco. Sea-based transport would not serve the 
South Bay, Central Valley or Sacramento, Palmdale area, San 
Fernando Valley, Inland Empire or I-15 corridor. It would not meet 
the goals of the HST system as described in the 2008 Final Program 
EIR. 

I152-14 
Comment acknowledged. Municipal mergers are beyond the scope of 
the project definition. 
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Comment Letter I153 (Merle Evers, April 23, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I153 (Merle Evers, April 23, 2010) 

I153-1 
In the vicinity of this address, the HST tracks depicted in the 2008 
Final Program EIR run to the west of the existing tracks, which are 
on the west side of Alma Street. This design should not affect the 
trees on this property.  An analysis of the HST will be undertaken as 
part of project level engineering and environmental analyses.  
Operational, construction, and maintenance impacts will be 
addressed as part of a project-level EIR/EIS.  Specific locations and 
the scale of impacts will be further examined at the project level 
because they are a product of the HST system design, and the detail 
necessary to identify the presence of the impact, the level of 
significance, and mitigation can only be done at the project level.  

El Palo Alto, the old Palo Alto tree, has lived next to the railway since 
1863, with the current double-track configuration in place since 
1904. The HST tracks depicted in the 2008 Final Program EIR run to 
the west of the existing tracks, further from El Palo Alto than the 
existing tracks. As the tree is a historic site, analysis will be 
undertaken in the project-level EIR/EIS  to determine the design and 
mitigation to make sure the tree is not damaged by the HST. 

I153-2 
Please see Standard Response 10 and Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised 
Final EIR Material. 
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Comment Letter I154 (Allen Edwards, April 7, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I154 (Allen Edwards, April 7, 2010) 

I154-1 
Caltrain provides vital commuter service to the communities on the 
Caltrain Corridor and intends to do so into the future.  In addition to 
the mutual interest of both Caltrain and the CHSRA in having Caltrain 
provide local service, there are several design considerations for the 
High Speed Train that need to be considered in the commenter’s 
proposal.  The stated policy of the Authority is to have a fully grade 
separated railroad.  Therefore regardless if Caltrain is operating or 
not, the 47 grade separations between San Francisco and San Jose 
would need to be addressed either for the existing two tracks or up 
to four tracks.  As the commenter notes, “many underpasses” will be 
required.  How specific at-grade crossing will be addressed will be 
the topic of the project level environmental analysis on the corridor.   
Probably more importantly for the high speed train service financial 
viability, it is not in the Authority’s interest to carry local Caltrain 
passengers on the high speed trains.  Those local passengers would 
take seats of potential long distance passengers who would generate 
considerably more revenue than short distance, commuter 
passengers. 

I154-2 
According to Proposition 1A, there is a limit of 24 stations on the 
High Speed Train system statewide; adding stations on the Peninsula 
would eliminate the opportunity for other stations on the system and 
would not be consistent with the purpose of the HST system.  
Currently there could potentially be four stations on the SF to SJ 
section, downtown San Francisco, Millbrae, a mid-Peninsula station 
at either Palo Alto or Redwood City and San Jose.  Finally, adding 
additional stations to the Peninsula could affect the High Speed 
train’s ability to meet its travel time goals of two hours and forty 
minutes between San Francisco and Los Angeles.    The best way to 
address the local need for mobility on the Peninsula is with a 
frequent and viable local service like Caltrain so that it preserves the 
high speed train capacity for long distance passengers. 

I154-3 
Comment acknowledged.  This comment warns of opposition on the 
Peninsula to HST, but does not address specific environmental 
issues.   
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Comment Letter I155 (Martin Engel, April 12, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I155 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I155 (Martin Engel, April 12, 2010) 

I155-1 
This is not a comment on the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material. 
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Comment Letter I156 (Mike Cobb, April 26, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I156 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I156 (Mike Cobb, April 26, 2010) 

I156-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The 2008 Final Program EIR identified 
that the HST project would result in significant impacts to the 
physical environment.  The 21 network alternatives studied in the 
EIR each involve adverse environmental impacts, along with 
substantial project benefits.  The EIR identified mitigation strategies 
to address the adverse impacts to the greatest extent feasible.  In 
addition, the EIR discloses that regardless of alternative selected, 
significant adverse environmental impacts are anticipated, though 
the scale and location of these impacts may differ between 
alternatives.  
 
Additional site-specific analysis of potential noise, visual, traffic, and 
construction impacts will be conducted for the project-level EIR/EISs. 

I156-2 
Comment acknowledged. 

I156-3 
See Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered EIR process and 
Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impacts 
analysis and mitigation in the program-level EIR.  Detailed analysis 
at the project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate specific property, noise, 
visual, and construction impacts.  Feasible mitigation measures will 
also be discussed at the project-level. 

I156-4 
 See Standard Responses 6 and 7. 

I156-5 
See Standard Response 3.  The potential for site specific property 
impacts on educational and community facilities will be part of 
subsequent project-level environmental documents.  The Authority 
will consider the comment as part of the project-level EIR/EIS 
processes. 

I156-6 
See Standard Response 10 regarding route alternatives. 

I156-7 
This topic was not identified by the Superior Court as an area 
requiring additional work under CEQA in the Town of Atherton case. 
See Standard Response 8 regarding Business Plan. 

I156-8 
This topic was not identified by the Superior Court as an area 
requiring additional work under CEQA in the Town of Atherton case. 
The Authority’s policies towards development around HST stations 
are described in Chapter 6 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. See also 
Standard Response 8 regarding Business Plan. 

I156-9 
 See Response to Comment 1003-14 regarding construction.   

I156-10 
See Response to Comment I003-17.   

I156-11 
See Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered planning process for 
the HST system.  At the program level, design details such as the 
location of retaining walls, crash walls, etc., have not yet been 
engineered.  Detailed analysis of such features will be included in the 
project-level EIR/EIS. 

I156-12 
Ridership forecasts are not a topic identified by the Superior Court 
for additional work to comply with CEQA.  The ridership forecasts did 
examine different scenarios of ridership based on different 
assumptions of the relationship of a high-speed train ticket price to 
the cost of auto and air travel.  See Standard Response 4. 
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I156-13 
Comment noted. See also Standard Response 8 regarding Business 
Plan. 

I156-14 
Comment noted.  The purpose of the 2010 Revised Final Program 
EIR Material is to approriately address the environmental impacts of 
the alternatives.  The more detail economic issues related to 
development of the High-Speed Train system are part of the 
Authority's ongoing business and fiscal planning. 

I156-15 
Comment acknowledged.  This comment alerts the Authority to 
opinions of some within the Palo Alto area and summarizes 
comments earlier in the comment letter.   
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Comment Letter I157 (Millie Chethik, April 9, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I157 (Millie Chethik, April 9, 2010) 

I157-1 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie and aesthetics 
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  
See also Standard Responses 3 and 6. 

I157-2 
The Authority disagrees with your statement. See Standard 
Response 10 regarding vertical profile alternatives. 

I157-3 
The Authority disagrees with the comment. 
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Comment Letter I158 (Caren Chappell, April 24, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I158 (Caren Chappell, April 24, 2010) 

I158-1 
The Authority disagrees.  The current Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA 
compliance.  The level of detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to 
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.   

I158-2 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie and vibration 
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. The 
project-level vibration analysis will consider impacts to both typical 
structures and to historic structures that may be mor susceptible to 
vibration.  Appropriate mitigation, if necessary, can be incorporated 
into the project design to buffer vibration at the source.  The noise 
and vibration analyse at the project-level will include the cumulative 
impacts of existing noise and vibration sources (such as Caltrain) 
and proposed noise and vibration sources.  See Standard Responses 
3 and 5. 

I158-3 
See Response to Comment I158-2. 

I158-4 
Morning sun access is already obscured for many residences by trees 
and other landscaping within their own property. The 2008 Final 
Program EIR depicts HST running in a combination of at-grade and 
retained fill through South Palo Alto. This is shown in Appendix 2D, 
Sheet CC 4 of 6. In locations with retained fill, from north of Meadow 
Drive to south of West Charleston Road, the height of the fill is 
shown as 7 feet tall. This is approximately the height of the fences 
that currently line the properties along Park adjacent to the Caltrain 
right-of-way.  A detailed impacts analysis of the HST will be 
undertaken as part of project level engineering and environmental 
analyses.  Operational, construction, and maintenance impacts will 
be addressed as part of a project-level EIR/EIS.  Specific locations 
and the scale of impacts would be further examined in detail at the 

project level because they are a product of the HST system design, 
and the detail necessary to identify the presence of the impact, the 
level of significance, and mitigation can only be done at the project 
level.   

I158-5 
The 2008 Final Program EIR assumes that Caltrain and HST would 
remain within the existing right-of-way at most locations, meaning 
that trees outside the right-of-way would not be removed, although 
some trimming could be required for vegetation intruding on the 
right-of-way. If there is a need to acquire adjacent properties for 
locations where the current Caltrain right-of-way is not wide enough 
to accommodate the addition of HST, replacement landscaping could 
likely be established outside the area required for rail operations. 
This landscaping could replace that removed for the project. Along 
potential retaining or sound walls, the introduction of vines to the 
concrete surfaces of columns and walls and dense landscaping to 
obscure columns and walls could soften the look of the concrete. 

I158-6 
An HST system Safety and Security Program Plan (SSPP) will be 
prepared at the project level to define safety and security goals and 
objectives.  The SSPP will include a Crime Prevention through 
Environmental Design component in order to reduce opportunities 
for violence and crime.  Potential deterrents to graffiti could include 
introducing vines to the concrete surfaces of columns and walls, 
dense landscaping to obscure colunns and walls, and maintenance 
agreements to ensure the timely removal of any potential graffiti. 

I158-7 
The Authority disagrees.  The current Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA 
compliance.  The level of detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to 
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.   
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The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation 
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.  
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing 
impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific 
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review.  The 
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a 
new program-level decision.   

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the 
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material.  The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with 
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation.  The Authority 
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is 
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA. 
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Comment Letter I159 (Sarah Carpenter, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I159 (Sarah Carpenter, April 26, 2010) 

I159-1 
See Standard Response 4, Ridership Modeling and Standard 
Response 8, Business Plan. 

I159-2 
A study of the financing of the entire HST system is beyond the 
scope of this Program EIR, and was not identified by the Superior 
Court judgment in the Town of Atherton case as a topic area 
requiring additional work under CEQA. 

I159-3 
The HST system would improve inter-modal connectivity with local 
and commuter transit systems.  Prop 1A ensures that 
complementary rail capital improvements would be funded by a $950 
million portion of bond funds.  These funds must be allocated to 
intercity, commuter and urban rail systems and shall provide direct 
connectivity and benefits to the high-speed train system and its 
facilities or be part of the construction of the system. 

I159-4 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter I160 (William H. Cutler, April 25, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I160 (William H. Cutler, April 25, 2010) 

I160-1 
See Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered EIR process and 
Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impacts 
analysis and mitigation in the program-level EIR.  Detailed analysis 
at the project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate site-specific impacts.  
Feasible mitigation measures will also be discussed at the project-
level. 

I160-2 
The Authority disagrees that impacts and mitigation measures were 
not properly investigated.  The current Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material is part of a first-tier, programmatic environmental review 
process examining the impacts of 21 network alternatives at a broad 
level of detail.  See also Standard Response 2 regarding the tiering 
process allowed under CEQA. 

I160-3 
See Response to Comment 1136-7. 

I160-4 
See response to comment L012-22. 

I160-5 
The 2008 Final Program EIR depicts HST running in a combination of 
at-grade and retained fill through Palo Alto. This is shown in 
Appendix 2D, Sheet CC 4 of 6. The height of the fill varies from 7 to 
15 feet, with the majority of the alignment somewhere between zero 
and seven feet. This is well within the range of the height of typical 
homes in Palo Alto. 

A detailed impacts analysis of the HST will be undertaken as part of 
project level engineering and environmental analyses.  Operational, 
construction, and maintenance impacts will be addressed as part of 
a project-level EIR/EIS.  Specific locations and the scale of impacts 
can be further examined at the project level because they are a 
product of the HST system design, and the detail necessary to 
identify the presence of the impact, the level of significance, and 
mitigation can only be done at the project level. 

I160-6 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Public parks and recreation 
was not one of those topics.  Parks and recreational issues are 
discussed Chapter 3.16 Section 4(f) and 6(f) Resources (Public Parks 
and Recreation) of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  More detailed 
analyses related to impacts on recreational resources during 
construction and operation, including Robles Park, will be performed 
during the project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design 
and location information will be available.   See also Standard 
Response 3. 

 

 

 
 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

  Page 16-456

 
 

Comment Letter I161 (James P. Callahan, April 22, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I161 (, April 2, 2010) 

I161-1 
The 2008 Final Program EIR assumed that Caltrain and HST would 
remain within the existing right-of-way at most locations, meaning 
that trees outside the right-of-way would not be removed, although 
some trimming could be required for vegetation intruding on the 
right-of-way. If there is a need to acquire adjacent properties for 
locations where the current Caltrain right-of-way is not wide enough 
to accommodate the addition of HST, replacement landscaping could 
likely be established outside the area required for rail operations. 
This landscaping could replace that removed for the project. In 
locations where existing trees exist on the Caltrain right-of-way, 
design and engineering undertaken as part of the project-level 
EIR/EIS will determine if they are located where they cause no 
interference with the future rail operations. 
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Comment Letter I162 (George Chaltas, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I162 (George Chaltas, April 26, 2010) 

I162-1 
See Standard Response 10 regarding vertical profile alternatives. 
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Comment Letter I163 (Neva Yarkin, April 19, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I163 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I163 (Neva Yarkin, April 19, 2010) 

I163-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The potential need for additional public 
services that may create environmental impacts is beyond the scope 
of the Program EIR.   High-speed trains are one of the safety modes 
of travel worldwide.  See Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  
We do not agree that in the event of a derailment it would be 
necessary to "lift trains off of houses."   

I163-2 
See Standard Responses 3 and 5.  
 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie and vibration 
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.   

I163-3 
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values. 

I163-4 
The HST system will need to be completely grade separated on the 
peninsula corridor, eliminating both the train horn noise and the bell 
noise from the grade-crossing protection devices.  

I163-5 
As discussed in Response to Comment I063-2, more detailed 
information and analysis of noise impacts and mitigation will be 
included in project-level EIR/EISs.  This analysis will include analysis 
of construction-period noise impacts and mitigaiton.  

I163-6 
 See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.   

I163-7 
 See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.   

I163-8 
The project-level traffic impact analysis study will evaluate the effect 
of the project on existing and planned pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities. Detailed information and analysis of potential traffic 
impacts including  impacts to pedestrian and bike facilities and 
feasible mitigation measures will be included in project-level 
EIR/EISs.   

I163-9 
See Response to Comment I163-8. 

I163-10 
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values. 

I163-11 
The Authority appreciates the comment.  As noted in Chapter 2 of 
the 2008 Final Program EIR, the HST rail corridor will be fully grade 
separated.  Therefore the existing at-grade crossing of Churchhill 
Avenue will need to be eliminated increasing public safety.  Details 
of the elimination of this crossing will be forthcoming during the 
project level environmental and engineering process. The Authority 
will consider the comment as part of the project-level EIR/EIS 
processes. 

I163-12 
The Authority disagrees with the comment.  For more information on 
the funding plan, please see the Authority's Business Plan.  Also see 
Standard Response 8. 

I163-13 

See Response to Comment I163-2. 
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Comment Letter I164 (William H. Warren, April 12, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I164 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I164 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I164 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I164 - Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

  Page 16-469

 
 

Comment Letter I164 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I164 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I164 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I164 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I164 - Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

  Page 16-474

 
 

Comment Letter I164 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I164 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I164 (William H. Warren, April 12, 2010) 

I164-1 
The Program EIR/EIS evaluated many alignment and terminal 
alternatives, including scenarios in which HST service terminated 
only in San Francisco, only in Oakland, and both San Francisco and 
Oakland.  HST ridership forecasts for the three most-relevant 
Pacheco network alternatives are reproduced in the table below.  
These data illustrate that HST boardings at San Francisco Transbay 
are projected to decrease by 53% if HST service is split between San 
Francisco and Oakland termini.  This figure is below the 79% 
reduction suggested by the commenter. 

See also Standard Response 10 regarding two-track vs. four-track 
configurations on the Peninsula. 

Scenario 

Millions of Annual HST 
Boardings 

San Francisco 
Transbay 

Oakland 7th 
Street 

Pacheco to San Jose and San 
Francisco1 

11.72 - 

Pacheco to San Jose and Oakland2 - 10.67 
Pacheco to San Jose, Oakland and 
San Francisco3 

5.53 3.63 

 

I164-2 
Introductory comment acknowledged.  Responses to comments on 
changes made in Chapter 7 and the recommendation of the 
preferred alternative in Chapter 7 are   addressed in the responses 
that follow. 

                                                     
1 Bay Area/California High-Speed Rail Ridership and Revenue Forecasting Study; 
Ridership and Revenue Forecasts, prepared for the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission, prepared by Cambridge Systematics, August 2007, Table A.2. 
2 Ibid, Table A.3. 
3 Ibid, Table A.4. 

I164-3 
Streets and Highways Code section 2704.09, enacted by the voters 
in 2008, specifies maximum nonstop service travel times for these 
corridors.  Alignments to service Oakland are considered in the 2008 
Final Program EIR, see chapters 2, 3, and 7 in that document.  See 
also Response to Comment L003-25. 

I164-4 
HST Alternatives with direct service to Oakland were fully evaluated 
and documented as part of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  See 
Response to Comments I164-3, I009-3, and I009-4. 

I164-5 
See Response to Comment I164-1 and Standard Response 4.  

I164-6 
The alignment for the Caltrain Corridor analyzed in the Program EIR 
is a shared-use four-track alignment.  A two-track alignment for the 
Peninsula is not feasible in light of Caltrain's current commuter 
service, which involves many local stops.  Based on program-level 
information, a two-track alignment would not accommodate all 
projected HST and Caltrain traffic.   

I164-7 
The Authority disagrees with the comment. 

I164-8 
Comment acknowledged. 

I164-9 
Streets and highways Code section 2704.04(b), placed on the ballot 
by AB 3034, and enacted by the voters in 2008, designates the 
corridor from San Francisco  to Los Angeles and Anaheim as Phase 1 
of the HST system.  That section also specifies the Authority may 
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request funding for captial costs in other corridors provided it first 
makes findings that such expenditures would advance the system, 
would be consistent with other bond act criteria, and would not have 
an adverse impact on the construction of Phase 1 of the system. 

I164-10 
Comment acknowledged. 

I164-11 
Comment acknowledged. 

I164-12 
The HST boarding forecasts for San Francisco presented in the 2008 
Final Program EIR reflect the presence of an HST station in 
Sacramento.  Please see response to Comment I164-1 regarding the 
potential influence of an Oakland HST station on HST boardings at 
San Francisco. 

I164-13 
The ridership forecasts for the HST system is not a topic identified 
by the Superior Court for further work to comply with CEQA.  Note 
that the ridership and revenue boarding information for the Orange 
County stations that was used in the 2008 Final Program EIR reflects 
the full HST system, including HST operations between Los Angeles 
Union Station and Downtown San Diego via the Inland Empire. See 
Appendix A of Bay Area/California High-Speed Rail Ridership and 
Revenue Forecasting Study; Ridership and Revenue Forecasts, 
prepared for the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, prepared 
by Cambridge Systematics (August 2007).   

I164-14 
The input assumptions, analysis approach, results and conclusions 
offered by the commenter are inaccurate.  Some of the reasons for 
this inaccuracy are as follows:  

1. The commenter incorrectly compares year 2009 population 
estimates to year 2035 HST boarding forecasts.  Year 2035 
population forecasts would need to be used for a correct 

comparison.  For example, the commenter's calculations for Kern 
County are based on a year 2009 estimated population of 
827,173, while Kern COG forecasts a year 2035 population of 
1,321,000 (2011 Final Regional Transportation Plan", Kern 
Council of Governments, July 15, 2010, Table 3-1); this one 
input error leads to a nearly 40% calculation error for Kern 
County.  

2. The commenter incorrectly defines the HST service area, 
ignoring most counties in the Sacramento region, the northern 
counties in the San Francisco Bay Area, some San Joaquin Valley 
Counties, the Monterey Bay and Central Coast regions, and the 
entire Sierra Nevada region; ignoring these counties severely 
distorts the "boardings per person" metric that the commenter is 
attempting to calculate.  For example, ridership forecasts 
presented in the 2009 Business Plan illustrate that the Monterey 
Bay and the Central Coast regions account for 10% of total HST 
boardings for the Phase 1 system  

3. The commenter incorrectly defines the geographic area of the 
served population (known more commonly as the "catchment 
area") around each station, and in so doing greatly overstates 
the trips per person at many stations. For example, the 
commenter uses the population of only Merced County when 
calculating the trips per person at the Merced Station.  However, 
the catchment area for the Merced station in the Phase 1 HST 
system extends over a large portion of the Northern San Joaquin 
Valley including Merced, Stanislaus, San Joaquin and Mariposa 
Counties, and portions of Tuolumne, Calaveras, Amador and 
Sacramento Counties.  Just four of these counties (Merced, 
Stanislaus, San Joaquin and Mariposa Counties) have a year 
2030 population forecast of over 2.5 million (Population 
Projections for California and Its Counties 2000-2050", State of 
California, Department of Finance, July 2007), which is 10 times 
larger than the year 2009 value reported by the commenter.  
This one partial adjustment would change the commenter's 
incorrect calculation from 7.54 trips per person at Merced to a 
more reasonable 0.75 trips per person.  
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4. The commenter incorrectly reassigns Phase 1 station boarding 
results in an attempt to approximate station boarding forecasts 
for the Full System configuration.  Recent ridership and revenue 
forecasts prepared for project-level environmental analysis 
illustrates that systemwide HST station boardings increase by 
over 80 percent when the Sacramento and San Diego extensions 
are added to the Phase I system.  Additionally, boardings at 
some stations are projected to experience a large change when 
the extensions are completed; for example, Los Angeles Union 
Station is projected to have 3,800 daily interregional boardings 
for Phase 1 and 14,100 for Full System.  (Addendum to the 
California High-Speed Rail Authority's Report to the Legislature", 
California High-Speed Rail Authority, April 2010, Page 19.) 

I164-15 
The cost, procurement and funding of the HST system are addressed 
in the Authority 2009 Business Plan, see Standard Response 8. 
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Comment Letter I165 (Rita Wespi, April 26, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I165 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I165 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I165 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I165 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I165 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I165 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I165 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I165 (Rita Wespi, April 26, 2010) 

I165-1 
This comment addresses topics from the May 2008 Final Program 
EIR/EIS, rather than the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material.  
The Authority has followed the direction in CEQA Guidelines section 
15088.5(f)(2), which indicates that where a lead agency is revising 
and recirculating only a portion of an EIR, “the lead agency may 
request that reviewers limit their comments to the revised chapters 
or portions of the recirculated EIR.”  The provision further indicates 
that the lead agency need only respond to those comments received 
during the recirculation period that relate to the portions of the EIR 
that were revised and recirculated.  Nevertheless, in this document, 
the Authority has ensured that it has provided a response to all 
significant environmental issues raised.   
 
The comment raises issues about specific properties that may be 
affected by the HST, including schools, children's facilities, medical 
facilities, parks, recreational land, cultural resources, hazardous 
waste areas, historic sites, and other "sensitive receptors."  See 
Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered planning process for the 
HST system.   Detailed analysis at the project-level EIR/EIS will 
evaluate site-specific impacts.  Feasible mitigation measures will also 
be discussed at the project-level. 

I165-2 
This comment takes issue with the presentation of materials in the 
environmental documents, but does not provide specific examples of 
where they believe this to be the case (but see additional 
comments/responses below).  Without these specific citations, the 
Authority cannot respond to the general issues related to provision 
of information.  As is typical in environmental documents, the 
individual topic areas are addressed in sections for that topic.  
Tyically, the information is presented in a format that discusses the 
regulatory requirements, the methods of evaluation, significance 
criterial, the affected environment, environmental consequences of 
each alternative, and mitigation strategies.  This information is 

presented using text, graphics, and tables in such a way as to 
provide the general public with an understanding of the analysis.  
Highly techncial information is often presented separate technical 
reports that are made available to the public.  This is standard 
practice for EIRs and EISs, which would otherwise be too technical 
for the general public to follow. 

I165-3 
This comment states that there are errors in the environmental 
documents, but does not provide specific examples of where they 
believe this to be the case (but see additional comments/responses 
below).  Without these specific citations, the Authority cannot 
respond to the general issues related to errors in the documents.   

I165-4 
This comment takes issue with the presentation of materials in the 
environmental documents, and states that there are errors in the 
environmental documents, but does not provide specific examples of 
where they believe this to be the case (but see additional 
comments/responses below).  Without these specific citations, the 
Authority cannot respond to this comment. 

I165-5 
See Response to Comment I009-6. 

I165-6 
See Standard Response 10. 

I165-7 
The medium noise impact rating is based on: (1) grade separations 
which would eliminate the need for bells at crossings and for the 
Caltrain trains to sound warning horns as they approach each grade 
crossing; and (2) lower operating speeds resulting in noise levels 
similar to the existing Caltrain operations.  The existing Caltrain 
trains are pulled by diesel locomotive.  The locomotives are 
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considerably heavier than the HST vehicles and generate a higher 
level of ground vibration.  As a result, the existing ground vibration 
caused by the Caltrain operations is higher than a high-speed train.  
The additional frequency of HST operations would contribute to a 
potential impact which is the basis of the medium vibration impact 
rating. See Standard Responses 3 and 5. 

I165-8 
The visual impact analysis in Chapter 3.9 of the 2008 Final Program 
EIR discussed the project as defined in that document. It considered 
the relative impacts along the entire Caltrain corridor. The visual 
analysis does not reflect statements made in the 2009 Business Plan.  
For the majority of the Caltrain corridor, the HST would have a low 
visual impact. The project-level EIR/EIS, currently underway, will 
make a more detailed assessment of all impacts, including grade 
separations. 

I165-9 
Chapter 3.10 of the 2008 Final Program EIR identified the potential 
for public utility impacts/conflicts at the program level.  Project 
specific impacts on public utilities will be addressed at the project 
level. 

I165-10 
See Response to Comment L003-92.  More detailed information and 
analysis on potential hazardous materials/waste impacts and 
mitigation measures including those related to arsenic and naturally 
occurring asbestos will be included in project-level environmental 
documents.   

I165-11 
The revised project description between San Jose and Gilroy would 
not result in changes to the discussion of cultural resources beyond 
what was identified in the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material 
related to Keesling's shade trees.  The analysis for cultural resources 
is included in the May 2008 Final Program EIR, Chapter 3.12, 
Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources, and Appendix 
3.12-A.  Resources are included in the 2008 Final Program EIR, 
Appendix 3.12-A.  In addition to the records search conducted as 
part of the 2008 Program EIR, previous studies prepared for the 
2005 Statewide Program EIR were utilized and included the 
Sacramento to Bakersfield, Cultural Resources Technical Evaluation 
(Applied Earthworks 2004) and the Bay Area to Merced, Cultural 
Resources: Historic Architecture Technical Evaluation (JRP Historical 
Consulting Services 2004).  

Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 
§ 800), the procedures to be followed at the project level include 
identification of resources, evaluation of their significance under the 
National Register of Historic Places and CEQA, identification of any 
substantial adverse effects, and evaluation of potential mitigation 
measures.  Specific resources within the Area of Potential Effects will 
be further examined in detail at the project level because the 
identification of potentially affected resources and project effects and 
mitigation are dependent on the HST location and system design, 
and can only be done at the project level.  See Response to 
Comment L003-79. 

 

 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

  Page 16-489

 
 

Comment Letter I166 (Gail Woolley, April 13, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I166 (Gail Woolley, April 13, 2010) 

I166-1 
Chapter 2.2, Revised Land Use Analysis: San Jose to Gilroy, in the 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material and Chapter 3.7 of the May 2008 
Final Program EIR discus the analysis of land use impacts.  To 
determine potential property impacts, the land uses within 50 ft of 
either side of the existing corridor or within 50 ft of both sides of the 
centerline for new HST alignments were characterized by type and 
density of development. The study area for land use compatibility, 
communities and neighborhoods, and environmental justice is 0.25-
mile on either side of the centerline of the rail and highway corridors 
included in the alignment alternatives and the same distance around 
station location options and other potential HST-related facilities.  
This is the extent of area where the alignment alternative might 
result in changes to land use; the type, density, or patterns of 
development; or socioeconomic conditions.  For the property impacts 
analysis, the study area is narrower as noted above o better 
represent the properties most likely to be affected by the 
improvements in the alignment alternatives.  As noted in Chapter 3 
of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, varying study area widths were 
used for noise/vibration, biological resources and wetlands, cultural 
resources, visual, and parks and recreation.   

I166-2 
 See Response to Comment L003-79.  Resources are included in the 
2008 Final Program EIR, Appendix 3.12-A.  Specific resources and 
the scale of impacts will be further examined in detail at the project 
level because they are a product of the HST system design, and the 
detail necessary to identify the project effects on cultural resources, 
the level of significance, and measures to minimize harm and 
mitigation can only be done at the project level. 

I166-3 
Please see Standard Response 10, Caltrain Service and Corridor 
Issues.   

I166-4 
The utilization of the area under elevated structures can be analyzed 
as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. Potentially, local jurisdictions will 
be consulted to see what uses they want permitted and to determine 
the responsibility and liability for those uses. As stated in your 
comment, a wide variety of uses are common under elevated 
structures. Examples from existing elevated corridors include linear 
parks, like the Ohlone Trail in the East Bay, or parking, in 
commercial areas where it is desired. 

I166-5 
See Response to Comment I006-10. 

I166-6 
We disagree with this comment.  A detailed discussion of 
Caltrain/High-Speed Train operational scenarios is beyond the scope 
of the Program EIR.  Chapter 2 in the 2008 Final Program EIR 
discusses the shared track proposal for the Caltrain Corridor and 
identifies that Caltrain service and High-Speed Train service are 
intended to be complementary.   

I166-7 
Permanent and temporary (construction-related) road closures will 
be evaluated at the project-level. The effect of road closures and 
other project attributes on roadway traffic Level of Service and 
accessibility will be evaluated in the project-level traffic impact 
analysis study. The results of this study will be documented in a 
project-level EIR/EIS. 
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Comment Letter I167 (Neng-Ming Wang, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I167 (Neng-Ming Wang, April 26, 2010) 

I167-1 
Ending HST in San Jose and having all the passengers bound for 
destination north of there transfer to Caltrain, consider that the 
Caltrain infrastructure would need to be increased to carry all the 
additional, yet slower, trains. The capacity of a single HST is double 
that of a Caltrain Baby Bullet. Caltrain would need to be completely 
grade separated and parallel tracks added to absorb the passengers 
transferring from HST in San Jose. Cutting HST back to San Jose 
would not eliminate the need for many more trains to run up the 
peninsula.  See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives. 
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Comment Letter I168 (Andrew Wang, April 6, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I168 (Andrew Wang, April 6, 2010) 

I168-1 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter I169 (David S. Vick, April 25, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I169 (David S. Vick, April 25, 2010) 

I169-1 
Comments acknowledged. See Standard Response 10 regarding 
vertical profile alternatives. 
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Comment Letter I170 (Thomas C. Thomas, April 23, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I170 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I170 (Thomas C. Thomas, April 23, 2010) 

I170-1 
See Standard Response 4 regarding ridership. 

I170-2 
See Standard Response 4 regarding ridership. 

I170-3 
See Standard Response 4.   
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Comment Letter I171 (Franklin H. Olmsted, April 19, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I171 (Franklin H Olmsted, April 19, 2010) 

I171-1 
See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.   
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Comment Letter I172 (Jean Olmsted, April 18, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I172 (Jean Olmsted, April 18, 2010) 

I172-1 
Comment acknowledged.  Impacts of HST construction, operation, 
and maintenance on the neighborhood of Eichler homes in Palo Alto, 
which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places, will be 
further analyzed as part of the project-level EIR/EIS.  See Chapter 
3.12 of the 2008 Final Program EIR for mitigation strategies.  
Resource-specific cultural resources mitigation measures such as 
those resulting from noise, vibration, and visual intrusion will be 
developed as part of the project-level EIR/EIS and through the 
Section 106 consultation process.   

Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 
§ 800), the procedures to be followed at the project level include 
identification of resources, evaluation of their significance under the 
National Register of Historic Places and CEQA, identification of any 
substantial adverse effects, and evaluation of potential mitigation 
measures.  Specific resources within the Area of Potential Effects will 
be further examined in detail at the project level because the 
identification of potentially affected resources and project effects and 
mitigation are dependent on the HST location and system design, 
and can only be done at the project level.   

See Chapter 3.4, Noise and Vibration, in the 2008 Final Program EIR 
regarding vibration mitigation measures and Chapter 3.9, Aesthetics 
and Visual Resource, and Chapter 3.18, Construction Methods and 
Impacts.  Also see Standard Response 5 regarding noise and 
vibration.   

I172-2 
See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction. 

I172-3 
See Standard Response 7 regarding Eminent Domain. 

I172-4 
 See Standard Response 6 regarding property values. 

I172-5 
See Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered EIR process and 
Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impacts 
analysis and mitigation in the program-level EIR.  Detailed analysis 
at the project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate specific property, traffic, 
and construction impacts.  Feasible mitigation measures will also be 
discussed at the project-level. 
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Comment Letter I173 (Jean Olmsted, March 17, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I173 (Jean Olmsted, March 17, 2010) 

I173-1 
More detailed information and analysis of noise and vibration 
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  
The project-level vibration analysis will consider impacts to both 
typical structures and to historic structures that may be mor 
susceptible to vibration.  Appropriate mitigation, if necessary, can be 
incorporated into the project design to buffer vibration at the source. 

I173-2 
The project-level traffic impact analysis study will evaluate the effect 
of the project on existing and planned pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities. Detailed information and analysis of potential traffic 
impacts including  impacts to pedestrian and bike facilities and 
feasible mitigation measures will be included in project-level 
EIR/EISs.   

I173-3 
Comment acknowledged. 

I173-4 
See Standard Response 6 and 7 regarding Eminent Domain and 
property values. 

I173-5 
 See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.   

I173-6 
See Standard Responses 6 and 7. 

I173-7 
See Response to Comment I011-13. 

I173-8 
See Response to Comment O017-5. 

I173-9 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter I174 (Larry and Kate Mone, April 24, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I174 (Larry and Kate Mone, April 24, 2010) 

I174-1 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie and vibration 
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. The 
project-level vibration analysis will consider impacts to both typical 
structures and to structures that may be mor susceptible to 
vibration.  Appropriate mitigation, if necessary, can be incorporated 
into the project design to buffer vibration at the source.  See 
Standard Responses 3 and 5.   
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Comment Letter I175 (Randall Madsen, April 19, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I175 (Randall Madsen, April 19, 2010) 

I175-1 
The various alignment alternatives (aerial, at-grade, trench and 
tunnel) are all potentially viable  alternatives and could move 
forward for further design development and evaluation during the 
subsequent project level environmental review.  The impacts of the 
various alternatives will be evaluated as part of the project-level 
environmental analysis when more detail on location and design are 
available.  See also Standard Response 3. 
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Comment Letter I176 (Mr. McRay, April 9, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I176 (Mr. McRay, April 9, 2010) 

I176-1 
This document is concerned with the 2010 Revised Draft Program 
EIR Material. Comments regarding the San Francisco to San Jose 
Preliminary Alternative Analysis Report are outside the scope of this 
document. 
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Comment Letter I177 (Asha and Vishram Karmarkar, April 24, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I177 (Asha and Vishram Karmarkar, April 24, 2010) 

I177-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The 2008 Final Program EIR identified 
that the HST project would result in significant impacts to the 
physical environment.  The 21 network alternatives studied in the 
EIR each involve adverse environmental impacts, along with 
substantial project benefits.  The EIR identified mitigation strategies 
to address the adverse impacts to the greatest extent feasible.  In 
addition, the EIR discloses that regardless of alternative selected, 
significant adverse environmental impacts are anticipated, though 
the scale and location of these impacts may differ between 
alternatives.  
 
Additional site-specific analysis of potential land use, community 
cohesion, school, safety, noise, and other impacts will be conducted 
for the project-level EIR/EISs. 

I177-2 
Project funding is detailed in the 2009 Business Plan, see Standard 
Response 8. 

I177-3 
The comment does not appear to address the 2010 Revised Draft 
Program EIR.  Regarding concern about ridership estimates, the 
Authority has not withheld information about the ridership forecasts 
it has used in the Program EIR.  As disclosed in Chapter 2 of the 
2010 Final Program EIR, the Authority used ridership forecasts 
developed by a leader in statewide travel demand modeling for the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission.  See Standard Response 4. 

I177-4 
Comment acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter I178 (Roger E. Sack, April 26, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I178 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I178 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I178 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I178 (Roger E. Sack, April 26, 2010) 

I178-1 
The Third Avenue Elevated in New York City was built well over 100 
years ago. It used the technology available at the time and ran 
above public streets, placing the trains a few feet from the upper 
story windows of homes and businesses lining the streets and 
allowing very little light to the floors below. The HST project would 
be within the existing Caltrain right-of-way to the extent possible, 
and would utilize modern design and construction practices. This 
would limit the blighting conditions associated with 19th Century 
elevated railroads. 

I178-2 
Comment acknowledged.  Project-level design and environmental 
review will provide the type of detailed information that the 
commenter requests.  At the program level, the Authority believes 
the Program EIR is sufficient for identifying the broad choices and 
tradeoffs involved in making a general decision on an alignment 
connecting the Bay Area to the Central Valley. 

I178-3 
The discussion of the basis of the preferred alternative was included 
in Chapter 7 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material.  This 
discussion describes the tradeoffs between alternatives and how well 
the alternatives meet the project objectives. 

I178-4 
See Response to Comment I175-1. 

I178-5 
As noted in Chapter 3.4 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, varying 
study area widths were used for noise/vibration, depending on the 
expected speeds withing the segment.  Where speeds are expected 
to be low, a study area of 100 feet on both sides of the alignment 
was used.  For top-speed areas, the potential impact study area 
extended to 200 feet on both sides of the alignment.  This 

methodology is consistent with screening criteria recommended by 
FRA, FHWA, and FTA.  Detailed analysis at the project-level EIR/EIS 
will evaluate noise and vibration impacts.  Feasible mitigation 
measures will also be discussed at the project-level. 

I178-6 
A photosimulation was provided in Chapter 3.9, Aesthetics and Visual 
Resources, in the 2008 Final Program EIR of an elevated section 
passing the Burlingame Caltrain depot. This location was chosen to 
show the proposed project in the context of a historic building. The 
Final Program EIR included additional simulations for prototypical 
locations throughout its study area, but did not include one for Palo 
Alto. Additional simulations are underway as part of the project-level 
analysis.  

The 2008 Final Program EIR assumed that Caltrain and HST would 
remain within the existing right-of-way at most locations, meaning 
that trees outside the right-of-way would not be removed, although 
some trimming would be required for vegetation intruding on the 
right-of-way. If there is a need to acquire adjacent properties for 
locations where the current Caltrain right-of-way is not wide enough 
to accommodate the addition of HST, replacement landscaping 
would likely be established outside the area required for rail 
operations. This landscaping would replace that removed for the 
project. In locations where existing trees exist on the Caltrain right-
of-way, design and engineering underway as part of the project-level 
EIR/EIS will determine if they are located where they cause no 
interference with the future rail operations. In the case of retaining 
walls or sound walls, potential mitigation includes introducing vines 
to the surfaces of walls, or dense landscaping to obscure them.  

The type, size and design of replacement landscaping will be 
discussed as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. 
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I178-7 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  See Standard 
Responses 3 and 5. 

I178-8 
See Response to Comment I137-8. 

I178-9 
See Response to Comment I178-7.  More detailed information and 
analysis of vibration impacts and mitigation will be included in 
project-level EIR/EISs. The project-level vibration analysis will 
consider impacts to both typical structures and to structures that 
may be more susceptible to vibration.  Appropriate mitigation, if 
necessary, can be incorporated into the project design to buffer 
vibration at the source. 

I178-10 
See Standard Response 7 regarding Eminent Domain. 

I178-11 
An HST system Safety and Security Program Plan (SSPP) will be 
prepared at the project level to define safety and security goals and 
objectives.  A major component of this plan will be a Threat and 
Vulnerability Analysis (TVA).  This analysis will identify potential 

threats related to transit people and property and will provide 
guidance in implementing protective measures through incorporation 
of design features and operational tactics.  This process will be in 
compliance with the U.S. Department of Transportation and 
Department of Homeland Security guidelines.   

I178-12 
See Response to Comment I011-13. 

I178-13 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority will comply with all 
applicable laws and regulations in the bidding and hiring process for 
construction of the HST system. 

I178-14 
See Standard Responses 3 and 6. 

I178-15 
Comment acknowledged.  Information on the project and 
environmental documents and other studies are provided at the 
Authority offices and on their web site.  No single metric determines 
viability of an alternative. All metrics are assessed to determine the 
optimal design. 
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Comment Letter I179 (Dr. Hugh MacMillan, April 19, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I179 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I179 (Dr. Hugh MacMillan, April 19, 2010) 

I179-1 
 See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.   

I179-2 
See Standard Response 3.  
 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie and vibration 
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.   

I179-3 
See Response to Comment 1017-4. 

I179-4 
See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.   

I179-5 
The Authority  notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs did 
evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not travel 
up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor.  These alternatives 
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San 
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass 
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via  Transbay Tube; 
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San 
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San 
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local 
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with 
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.  

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to 
carry into the project level environmental document.  The 
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff 
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the 
Authority as part of the new decision.  Public comments supporting 
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that 
the Board considers.   
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Comment Letter I180 (Richard H. Rosensweig, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I180 (Richard H. Rosensweig, April 26, 2010) 

I180-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

I180-2 
Ridership forecasts are not a topic identified by the Superior Court 
for additional work to comply with CEQA.  We do not agree that the 
ridership forecasts are overstated.    See Standard Response 4. 

I180-3 
See Response to Comment I011-13. 

I180-4 
Please see Standard Response 10. 

I180-5 
See Response to Comment I011-13. 

I180-6 
See Response to Comment I011-13. 

I180-7 
Cost is just one of many factors the Authority considers in the 
selection of a preferred alternative. The project-level environmental 
clearance process will evaluate each alternative based on a 
comprehensive list of factors including cost. A preferred alternative 
will be selected and it may not necessarily be the least expensive.  
See Chapters 4 and 5 of the 2008 Final Program EIR and the 2010 
Revised Draft Program EIR Material, respectively for a discussion of 
the cost. 

I180-8 
 See Standard Response 6 regarding property values. 

I180-9 
See Response to Comment I006-10. 

I180-10 
We disagree with the comment.  The 2008 Final Program EIR 
described commuter rail service on the Caltrain Corridor in Chapter 2 
and discussed the Caltrain Corridor in responses to comments.  The 
2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material provided more information 
about the relationship between the PCJPB and UPRR along the 
Caltrain Corridor, including UPRR 's rights under its Trackage Rights 
Agreement. 

I180-11 
The Authority disagrees with the commenter’s statement.  See 
Standard Response 10. 
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Comment Letter I181 (Robert Roth, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I181 (Robert Roth, April 26, 2010) 

I181-1 
Comments acknowledged. See Standard Response 10 regarding 
vertical profile alternatives. 
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Comment Letter I182 (Keith Pelczarski, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I182 (Keith Pelczarski, April 26, 2010) 

I182-1 
 Comment acknowledged.  The 2008 Final Program EIR identified 
that the HST project would result in significant impacts to the 
physical environment.  The 21 network alternatives studied in the 
EIR each involve adverse environmental impacts, along with 
substantial project benefits.  The EIR identified mitigation strategies 
to address the adverse impacts to the greatest extent feasible.  In 
addition, the EIR discloses that regardless of alternative selected, 
significant adverse environmental impacts are anticipated, though 
the scale and location of these impacts may differ between 
alternatives.  

Additional site-specific analysis of community character, noise, and 
other impacts will be conducted for the project-level EIR/EISs. 

See also Standard Response 6 regarding project impaccts on 
residential property values. 

I182-2 
Comments acknowledged. 

I182-3 
Comments acknowledged. 

I182-4 
See Response to Comment I182-1. 

dditional site-specific analysis of visual impacts will be conducted for 
the project-level EIR/EISs. 

I182-5 
The Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile 
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including 
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade.  Although the Authority has 
rescinded its July 2008 program decision, the commitment to 
examine profile alternatives has been carried forward into the 
project level alternatives screening.  Greater detail about tunnel and 
trench options being considered in preliminary alternatives screening 
for project-level environmental documents can be found on the 
Authority's website. 

I182-6 
Support for the work of CARRD acknowledged.  

 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

  Page 16-529

 
 

Comment Letter I183 (Robert and Stephanie Martinson, April 11, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I183 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I183 (Robert and Stephanie Martinson, April 11, 2010) 

I183-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The 2008 Final Program EIR identified 
that the HST project would result in significant impacts to the 
physical environment.  The 21 network alternatives studied in the 
EIR each involve adverse environmental impacts, along with 
substantial project benefits.  The EIR identified mitigation strategies 
to address the adverse impacts to the greatest extent feasible.  In 
addition, the EIR discloses that regardless of alternative selected, 
significant adverse environmental impacts are anticipated, though 
the scale and location of these impacts may differ between 
alternatives.  
 
Additional site-specific analysis of community character and other 
impacts will be conducted for the project-level EIR/EISs. 

I183-2 
Effect of vehicle trips resulting from project construction and 
Changes in traffic volumes on regional roadways that result from 
addition of these trips will be evaluated at the project-level. Effects 
of the change in vehicular volume on traffic operations of roadways 
and intersections will also be evaluated.  

I183-3 
As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR, 
the project would construct grade separations where none previously 
existing thereby improving circulation between neighborhood areas 
and schools, businesses and other destinations.  There is the 
potential for temporary circulation impacts to occur during 
construction.   Specific locations and the scale of construction 
impacts will be further examined in detail at the project level 
because they are a product of the HST system design, and the detail 

necessary to identify the presence of the impact, the level of 
significance, and mitigation can only be done at the project level.  
Also as noted in Chapter 3.7 of the Final Program EIR, mitigations 
strategies such as a traffic management plan would be prepared to 
reduce circulation and barrier effects during construction. 

I183-4 
Increased annoyance likely to occur for train noise events with rapid 
onset rates known as startle will also be assessed at the project-level 
when more detailed design and location information will be available 
for the selected HST alignment. Locations where the onset rate for 
HST operations may cause surprise will be identified.  Any noise-
sensitive land use within that distance would be identified as a 
candidate for increased annoyance.  Mitigation measures will also be 
considered at these locations as part of the project-level EIR/EIS.  In 
adition, the tunnel cross sections will be designed (per established 
engineering criteria) to provide sufficient cross-sectional area to 
avoid potential aerodynamic effects at the tunnel portals caused by 
trains operating at maximum speed.  See Standard Responses 5 
and 6.   

I183-5 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie and vibration 
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. The 
project-level vibration analysis will consider impacts to both typical 
structures and to structures that may be more susceptible to 
vibration.  Appropriate mitigation, if necessary, can be incorporated 
into the project design to buffer vibration at the source.  See 
Standard Responses 3 and 5. 
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Comment Letter I184 (Bob Moss, April 26, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I184 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I184 (Bob Moss, April 26, 2010) 

I184-1 
This comment is introductory in nature.  See specific responses 
below. 

I184-2 
Comment acknowledged.  The commenter appears to be referring to 
a request for information by the City of Palo for information being 
developed as part of preliminary, project-level alternatives screening.  
Information being developed for purposes of project-level 
environmental review will be made publicly available consistent with 
the Authority's obligations under the California Public Records Act.  
Detailed, project-level information is not necessary for purposes of 
the current programmatic environmental analysis. 

I184-3 
See Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered EIR process and 
Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impacts 
analysis and mitigation in the program-level EIR.  Detailed analysis 
at the project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate impacts to specific 
properties.  Feasible mitigation measures will also be discussed at 
the project-level. 

I184-4 
See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction. 

I184-5 
See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction. 

I184-6 
See Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered EIR process and 
Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impacts 
analysis and mitigation in the program-level EIR.  Detailed analysis 
of the impacts of grade separations will be included in the project-

level EIR/EIS.  Feasible mitigation measures will also be discussed at 
the project-level. 

I184-7 
See Response to Comment I011-13. 

I184-8 
El Palo Alto, the old Palo Alto tree, has lived next to the railway since 
1863, with the current double-track configuration in place since 
1904. The HST tracks depicted in the 2008 Final Program EIR run to 
the west of the existing tracks, further from El Palo Alto than the 
existing tracks. As the tree is a historic site, analysis will be 
undertaken in the project-level EIR/EIS  to determine the design and 
mitigation to make sure the tree is not damaged by the HST. 

I184-9 
The commenter states that the HST should consider terminate in 
San Jose. The Authority  notes that the Draft and Final Program EIRs 
did evaluate alternatives that would terminate in San Jose and not 
travel up the Peninsula on the Caltrain Corridor.  These alternatives 
included Altamont Pass Network Alternative with Oakland and San 
Jose Termini; Altamont Pass with San Jose Terminus; Altamont Pass 
with San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco via  Transbay Tube; 
Pacheco Pass with Oakland San Jose Termini; Pacheco Pass with San 
Jose Terminus; Pacheco Pass with San Jose, Oakland, and San 
Francisco via Transbay Tube; Pacheco Pass with Altamont Pass (local 
service) with Oakland and San Jose Termini; and Pacheco Pass with 
Altamont pass (local service) with San Jose Terminus.  

The Authority will make a new decision on a network alternative to 
carry into the project level environmental document.  The 
alternatives that avoid the Caltrain corridor are not the staff 
recommended network alternative, but will be considered by the 
Authority as part of the new decision.  Public comments supporting 
terminating HST service in San Jose will be part of the record that 
the Board considers.   
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I184-10 
As requred by CEQA, written responses have been provided or are 
being provided for all comments received during public comment 
periods for the 2008 program EIR and the 2010 Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material. 
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Comment Letter I185 (Sharon Small, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I185 (Sharon Small, April 26, 2010) 

I185-1 
See Standard Response 3.  

More detailed impact analyses will be conducted as part of the 
project-level EIR/EISs for the alternatives carried forward, once 
engineering and design has progressed to a point that will allow this 
level of evaluation.  More detailed information and analysis of nosie, 
vibration,  traffic, and safety impacts and mitigation will be included 
in project-level EIR/EISs.   
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Comment Letter I186 (Lisa Steinback, April 25, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I186 (Lisa Steinback, April 25, 2010) 

I186-1 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie and vibration 
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. The 
project-level vibration analysis will consider impacts to both typical 
structures and to structures that may be more susceptible to 
vibration.  Appropriate mitigation, if necessary, can be incorporated 
into the project design to buffer vibration at the source.  See 
Standard Responses 3 and 5. 

I186-2 
 See Standard Response 6 regarding property values. 

I186-3 
The Authority appreciates the comment.  As noted in Chapter 2 of 
the 2008 Final Program EIR, the HST rail corridor will be fully grade 
separated.  Determination and evaluation of potential impacts to the 
possible modifications to the existing San Antonio Avenue Overpass 
would occur during the project level environmental and engineering 
process.  The Authority will consider the comment as part of the 
project-level EIR/EIS processes. 
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Comment Letter I187 (Nancy Shepherd, April 25, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I187 (Nancy Shepherd, April 25, 2010) 

I187-1 
See Standard Response 3.  

More detailed information and analysis of nosie and vibration 
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.   

I187-2 
Palo Alto has developed around the railway, and the existing pattern 
of development is split because of the railway. HST would not 
change the existing pattern of development. Grade separations 
would eliminate the delays encountered by people crossing the 
railway.  

Densification and further urbanization is controlled by the city, which 
approves building projects that would replace existing buildings with 
larger or taller ones. The HST project would not alter the city's 
jurisdiction over project approval. 

I187-3 
Ridership forecasts are not a topic identified by the Superior Court 
for additional work to comply with CEQA.  The ridership forecasts 
were not "made up" but were the product of a multi-year model 
development effort that incorporated a peer review at three separate 
stages.  See Standard Response 4.  The comment about not 
negatively impacting local commute train schedules is acknowledged.  
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Comment Letter I188 (James and Christina Stauffer, April 16, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I188 (James and Christina Stauffer, April 16, 2010) 

I188-1 
Comment acknowledged. The HST from San Francisco to Los 
Angeles does connect distant metropolitan areas. 
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Comment Letter I189 (John Lovewell, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I189 (John Lovewell, April 26, 2010) 

I189-1 
See Standard Response 6 regarding stress. 

I189-2 
 See Standard Response 6 regarding property values. 

I189-3 
The Authority disagrees with the comment. 
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Comment Letter I190 (Alice Schaffer Smith, April 3, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I190 (Alice Schaffer Smith, April 3, 2010) 

I190-1 
This comment is introductory in nature.  See specific responses 
below. 

I190-2 
Please see Response to Comment L003–87. 

I190-3 
The 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR Material addresses those topics 
identified in the final judgment for the Town of Atherton litigation as 
requiring corrective work under CEQA.  Hydrology and water 
resources was not one of those topics.  Please see Chapter 3.14 of 
the 2008 Final Program EIR.  Potential impacts from shallow 
groundwater as well as mitigation strategies was discussed in this 
chapter.  More detailed analyses related to groundwater impacts and 
potenial impacts on nearby marshlands will be performed during the 
project-level EIR/EIS analysis when more detailed design and 
location information will be available.  See Standard Response 3.     

I190-4 
See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.   

I190-5 
See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.   

I190-6 
See Response to Comment 1052-5 regarding construction.   

I190-7 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  The HST 
system will need to be completely grade separated on the peninsula 
corridor, eliminating both the train horn noise and the bell noise 

from the grade-crossing protection devices.  See also Standard 
Responses 3, 5, and 6. 

I190-8 
See Response to Comment I152-11. 

I190-9 
Comment acknowledged.  Given the Authority’s mandate and the 
stated purpose of Proposition 1A, the Authority is not in a position to 
apply High Speed rail funds to reduce fares on commuter rail or 
expand these rail lines. 

I190-10 
Hydrofoils, catamarans or any other type of ocean-going vessel 
traveling from San Francisco to Los Angeles would require about a 
430 mile voyage, from within San Francisco Bay to Long Beach. The 
fastest vessels can travel at about 90mph. This would lead to about 
a five-hour one way trip. New terminal would need to be built, with 
intermodal connections and significant amounts of parking. While a 
terminal on the San Francisco waterfront would be well-located for 
travelers, a maritime terminal in LA would not. The size of the 
terminals would have significant impacts on their surroundings, 
especially in San Francisco. Sea-based transport would not serve the 
South Bay, Central Valley or Sacramento, Palmdale area, San 
Fernando Valley, Inland Empire or I-15 corridor. It would not come 
close to meeting any of the goals of the HST system as described in 
the Program EIR. 

I190-11 
Comment acknowledged. Municipal mergers are beyond the scope of 
the project definition. 
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Comment Letter I191 (Hinda G. Sack, April 24, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I191 - Continued 

 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

  Page 16-551

 
 

Comment Letter I191 - Continued 
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Comment Letter I191 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I191 (Hinda G. Sack, April 24, 2010) 

I191-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The May 2008 Final Program EIR 
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation 
strategies to address the impacts.  The current Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts 
than previously anticipated.  The Authority will consider adopting 
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural 
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new 
decision.  

I191-2 
See Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered EIR process and 
Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impacts 
analysis and mitigation in the program-level EIR.  All studies 
completed to date have been provided for public review as part of 
the EIR process. 

I191-3 
Comments acknowledged. See Standard Response 10 regarding 
vertical profile alternatives. 

I191-4 
As noted in Chapter 3.4 of the May 2008 Final Program EIR, varying 
study area widths were used for noise/vibration, depending on the 
expected speeds withing the segment.  Where speeds are expected 
to be low, a study area of 100 feet on both sides of the alignment 
was used.  For top-speed areas, the potential impact study area 
extended to 200 feet on both sides of the alignment.  This 
methodology is consistent with screening criteria recommended by 
FRA, FHWA, and FTA.  Detailed analysis at the project-level EIR/EIS 
will evaluate noise and vibration impacts.  Feasible mitigation 
measures will also be discussed at the project-level. 

I191-5 
The 2008 Final Program EIR assumed that Caltrain and HST would 
remain within the existing right-of-way at most locations, meaning 
that trees outside the right-of-way would not be removed, although 
some trimming could be required for vegetation intruding on the 
right-of-way. If there is a need to acquire adjacent properties for 
locations where the current Caltrain right-of-way is not wide enough 
to accommodate the addition of HST, replacement landscaping could 
likely be established outside the area required for rail operations. 
This landscaping could replace that removed for the project. In 
locations where existing trees are located within Caltrain right-of-
way, design and engineering to be undertaken as part of the project-
level EIR/EIS will determine if they are located where they cause no 
interference with the future rail operations.     

Discussion of the type, size and design of replacement landscaping 
can be undertaken as part of the project-level EIR/EIS. Additionally, 
photosimulations of more locations along the proposed project can 
be produced during the project level phase of analysis. 

I191-6 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.  See Standard 
Responses 3 and 5. 

I191-7 
See Standard Response 2 regarding the tiered EIR process and 
Standard Response 3 regarding the level of detail for impacts 
analysis and mitigation in the program-level EIR.  Detailed analysis 
at the project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate air quality impacts resulting 
from all phases of the project construction and operation.  Feasible 
mitigation measures will also be discussed at the project-level. 
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I191-8 
As discussed in Response to Comment I191-6, the HST 
environmental document is a program-level document.  More 
detailed information and analysis of vibration impacts and mitigation 
will be included in project-level EIR/EISs. The project-level vibration 
analysis will consider impacts to both typical structures and to 
structures that may be more susceptible to vibration.  Appropriate 
mitigation, if necessary, can be incorporated into the project design 
to buffer vibration at the source. 

I191-9 
See Standard Response 7 regarding Eminent Domain. 

I191-10 
See Response to Comment I178-11. 

I191-11 
See Response to Comment I011-13. 

I191-12 
Comment acknowledged.  The Authority will comply with all 
applicable laws and regulations in the bidding and hiring process for 
construction of the HST system. 

I191-13 
See Standard Responses 3 and 6. 

I191-14 
Comment acknowledged.  Information on the project and 
environmental documents and other studies are provided at the 
Authority offices and on their website. 

I191-15 
No single metric determines viability of an alternative. All metrics are 
assessed to determine the optimal design. 
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Comment Letter I192 (Helen Stavropoulos Sandoval, April 26, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I192 (Helen Stavropoulos Sandoval, April 26, 2010) 

I192-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The May 2008 Final Program EIR 
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation 
strategies to address the impacts.  The current Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts 
than previously anticipated.  The Authority will consider adopting 
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural 
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new 
decision.  

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is 
acknowledged.   

I192-2 
The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation 
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.  
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing 
impacts that can refined and tailored to project specific 
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review.  The 
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a 
new program-level decision.   

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the 
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material.  The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with 
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation.  The Authority 
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is 
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.  See 
also Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives. 
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Comment Letter I193 (Virginia Vaughan Saldich, April 20, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I193 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I193 (Virginia Vaughan Saldich, April 20, 2010) 

I193-1 
As noted in Chapter 3 of the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material, the existing rail right-of-way between San Francisco and 
San Jose is not sufficiently wide enough to accommodate all tracks 
and in some location would result in the acquisition of property. The 
2008 Final Program EIR ranked property impacts along the San 
Francisco to San Jose Corridor as low based on the fact that the 
alignment would be built mostly within the existing publicly owned 
right-of-way. The information now available indicates a need for 
limited property acquisition along the right-of-way in narrow areas to 
allow for a four-track alignment that will accommodate UPRR freight 
operations. Accordingly, property impacts in this corridor are now 
ranked between low and medium, rather than low.  The proposed 
alignment in this area would not penetrate three blocks to the east 
of Alma Street. See also Standard Response 6.   

I193-2 
The 2008 Final Program EIR assumed that Caltrain and HST would 
remain within the existing right-of-way at most locations, meaning 
that trees outside the right-of-way would not be removed, although 
some trimming could be required for vegetation intruding on the 
right-of-way. If there is a need to acquire adjacent properties for 
locations where the current Caltrain right-of-way is not wide enough 
to accommodate the addition of HST, replacement landscaping could 
likely be established outside the area required for rail operations. 
This landscaping could replace that removed for the project. In 
locations where existing trees are located within Caltrain right-of-
way, design and engineering to be undertaken as part of the project-
level EIR/EIS will determine if they are located where they cause no 
interference with the future rail operations. 

I193-3 
The specific mitigation for noise impacts, including soundwalls, 
cannot be determined at the program level.  Mitigation for noise 
impacts must be designed around the characteristics of the proposed 

trainsets and then conducted against established regulatory 
guidelines. These issues will be undertaken as part of the project-
level EIR/EIS analysis and will be used to determine the extent of 
soundwalls as a noise mitigation tool. This will result in designs for 
the materials of the soundwalls, locations along the railway where 
they will be constructed, and an appropriate height. For the visual 
impact of any potential sound walls, mitigation can include using 
materials such as wood for their construction, introducing vines to 
the surfaces of  walls, or dense landscaping to obscure them. 

I193-4 
Impacts of HST construction, operation, and maintenance on the 
Southgate, Greenmeadow, and Professorville neighborhoods  will be 
further analyzed as part of the project-level EIR/EIS.  See Chapter 3 
of the 2008 Final Program EIR for a discussion of impacts along the 
Peninsula.  Specifically, Chapter 3.12 of the 2008 Final Program EIR 
identifies potential impacts and mitigation strategies for cultural 
resources.  Resource-specific cultural resources impacts and 
mitigation measures will be developed as part of the project-level 
EIR/EIS and through the Section 106 consultation process.   

Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 
§ 800), the procedures to be followed at the project level include 
identification of resources, evaluation of their significance under the 
National Register of Historic Places and CEQA, identification of any 
substantial adverse effects, and evaluation of potential mitigation 
measures.  Specific resources within the Area of Potential Effects will 
be further examined in detail at the project level because the 
identification of potentially affected resources and project effects and 
mitigation are dependent on the HST location and system design, 
and can only be done at the project level.  Also see Standard 
Response 3.   
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I193-5 
The project-level EIR/EIS will make a more detailed assessment of 
impacts. Specific mitigation to address noise and visual impacts can 
be developed to address you and your neighbors' concerns. 

I193-6 
See I072-8 regarding outreach prior to the November 2008 ballot 
measure.  See also Standard Response 6 regarding the requirements 
of CEQA and quality of life impacts. 
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Comment Letter I194 (Robert J. Saldich, April 18, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I194 (Robert J. Saldich, April 18, 2010) 

I194-1 
See Standard Response 3.  
 
More detailed information and analysis of nosie and vibration 
impacts and mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.   

I194-2 
The 2008 Final Program EIR assumed that that Caltrain and HST 
would remain within the existing right-of-way at most locations, 
meaning that trees outside the right-of-way would not be removed, 
although some trimming could be required for vegetation intruding 
on the right-of-way. If there is a need to acquire adjacent properties 
for locations where the current Caltrain right-of-way is not wide 
enough to accommodate the addition of HST, replacement 
landscaping could likely be established outside the area required for 
rail operations. This landscaping could replace that removed for the 
project. In locations where existing trees are located within Caltrain 
right-of-way, design and engineering to be undertaken as part of the 
project-level EIR/EIS will determine if they are located where they 
cause no interference with the future rail operations. 

I194-3 
The Authority disagrees.  The current Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material is part of the Authority's first-tier, programmatic CEQA 
compliance.  The level of detail in the impacts analysis is tailored to 
the level of detail of the decision under consideration.   

The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation 
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.  
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing 
impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific 
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review.  The 
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a 
new program-level decision.   

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the 
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material.  The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with 
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation.  The Authority 
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is 
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA. 
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Comment Letter I195 (Martin Sommer, April 14, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I195 (Martin Sommer, April 14, 2010) 

I195-1 
Caltrain and HST must be able to operate on the same tracks at the 
same time.  The number of tracks required will be determined by the 
level of service.  The current infrastructure, with a fully signaled and 
electrified system, will support up to 12 trains per hour per direction 
of combined Caltrain and HST service.  As the level of demand 
increases, certain locations will need to be expanded to three or 
possibly four tracks to support more frequent service levels, 
especially during peak travel times.  See Standard Response 10.  

The proposal outlined in the comment would need to be assed 
further against future operating scenarios to determine its viability. 
The level of detail is beyond that of program-level review. 
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Comment Letter I196 (Martin Sommer, March 24, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I196 (Martin Sommer, March 24, 2010) 

I196-1 
Comment acknowledged. 

I196-2 
From the alignment depicted in the 2008 Program EIR, it is likely 
that the pine trees between the northbound platform at the station 
and Alma Street would need to be removed to accommodate the 
HST as designed at the program level.  

A detailed impacts analysis of the HST will be undertaken as part of 
project level engineering and environmental analyses.  Operational, 
construction, and maintenance impacts would be addressed as part 
of a project-level EIR/EIS.  Specific locations and the scale of 
impacts will be further examined in detail at the project level 
because they are a product of the HST system design, and the detail 
necessary to identify the presence of the impact, the level of 
significance, and mitigation can only be done at the project level.  
Plans for appropriate replacement landscaping can be developed as 
part of the project-level EIR/EIS process. 

I196-3 
Comments noted. The HST plan and profile through Palo Alto are 
shown on Page 2-E-3 of the 2008 Final Program EIR. 
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Comment Letter I197 (Marcy Abramowitz, April 26, 2010) 

  



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

  Page 16-568

 
 

Comment Letter I197 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I197 (Marcy Abramowitz, April 26, 2010) 

I197-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The May 2008 Final Program EIR 
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation 
strategies to address the impacts.  The current Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts 
than previously anticipated.  The Authority will consider adopting 
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural 
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new 
decision.  

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is 
acknowledged.   

I197-2 
See Response to Comment I031-2 regarding noise and vibration. 

I197-3 
The 2008 Final Program EIR assumed that Caltrain and HST would 
remain within the existing right-of-way at most locations, meaning 
that trees outside the right-of-way would not be removed, although 
some trimming could be required for vegetation intruding on the 
right-of-way. If there is a need to acquire adjacent properties for 
locations where the current Caltrain right-of-way is not wide enough 
to accommodate the addition of HST, replacement landscaping could 
likely be established outside the area required for rail operations. 
This landscaping could replace that removed for the project. In 
locations where existing trees exist on the Caltrain right-of-way, 
design and engineering undertaken as part of the project-level 
EIR/EIS will determine if they are located where they cause no 
interference with the future rail operations. 

I197-4 
See Standard Response 7 regarding Eminent Domain. 

I197-5 
See Response to Comment I056-2. 

I197-6 
See Response to Comment 1003-14 regarding construction.   

I197-7 
See Response to Comment 1003-14 regarding construction.   

I197-8 
See Response to Comment 1003-14 regarding construction.   

I197-9 
The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation 
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.  
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing 
impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific 
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review.  The 
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a 
new program-level decision.   

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the 
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material.  The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with 
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation.  The Authority 
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is 
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA. 
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Comment Letter I198 (Greg Alden, April 23, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I198 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I198 (Greg Alden, April 23, 2010) 

I198-1 
The commenter has expressed concern about  impacts as a specific 
business in Menlo Park.  As part of the follow-on preliminary 
engineering and project-level EIR/EIS effort, site-specific analysis of 
impacts will be undertaken to determine which properties would be 
significantly affected and to identify mitigation, if necessary. 

I198-2 
Comment acknowledged.  The May 2008 Final Program EIR 
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation 
strategies to address the impacts.  The current Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts 
than previously anticipated.  The Authority will consider adopting 
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural 
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new 
decision.  

I198-3 
Comment acknowledged. 

I198-4 
See Standard Response 7 regarding Eminent Domain and Standard 
Resonse 3. 

I198-5 
See Standard Responses 3 and 5.     
More detailed information and analysis of noise and business  
impacts during construction and mitigation will be included in 
project-level EIR/EISs.   

I198-6 
As discussed in the Response to Comment I198-5, the HST 
environmental document is a program-level document.  The project-
level noise analysis will address impacts during operation of the HST, 

including cumulative impacts from existing and proposed noise 
sources. 

I198-7 
El Palo Alto, the old Palo Alto tree, has lived next to the railway since 
1863, with the current double-track configuration in place since 
1904. The HST tracks depicted in the 2008 Final Program EIR run to 
the west of the existing tracks, further from El Palo Alto than the 
existing tracks. As the tree is a historic site, analysis will be 
undertaken in the project-level EIR/EIS  to determine the design and 
mitigation to make sure the tree is not damaged by the HST. 

I198-8 
See Response to Comment 1017-4. 

I198-9 
The HST would generally run within the existing Caltrain right-of-way 
and efforts will be made to preserve the landscaping screening the 
railway. 

I198-10 
The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation 
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.  
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing 
impacts that can be refined and tailored to project specific 
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review.  The 
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a 
new program-level decision.   

The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the 
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material.  The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with 
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation.  The Authority 
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is 
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.
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Comment Letter I199 (Don Barnby, April 18, 2010) 
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Comment Letter I199 - Continued 
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Response to Letter I199 (Don Barnby, April 18, 2010) 

I199-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The May 2008 Final Program EIR 
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation 
strategies to address the impacts.  The current Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts 
than previously anticipated.  The Authority will consider adopting 
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural 
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new 
decision.  

I199-2 
The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation 
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.  
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing 
impacts that can refined and tailored to project specific 
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review.  The 
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a 
new program-level decision.  See also Standard Response 10 
regarding alternatives. 

I199-3 
We disagree with the comment and note that the current 
environmental review process is a first-tier, program EIR process.  
See Standard Responses 2 and 3. 

I199-4 
This comment is introductory in nature.   See Standard Response 2 
regarding the tiered EIR process and Standard Response 3 regarding 
the level of detail for impacts analysis and mitigation in the program-
level EIR.  Detailed analysis at the project-level EIR/EIS will evaluate 
impacts resulting from all phases of the project construction and 
operation.  Feasible mitigation measures will also be discussed at the 
project-level. 

I199-5 
A detailed impacts analysis of the HST is currently underway as part 
of project level engineering and environmental analyses.  Specific 
locations and the scale of impacts will be further examined in detail 
at the project level because they are a product of the HST system 
design, and the detail necessary to identify the presence of the 
impact, the level of significance, and mitigation can only be done at 
the project level.  Along potential retaining or sound walls, the 
introduction of vines to the concrete surfaces of columns and walls 
and dense landscaping could be used to obscure columns and walls 
and soften the look of the concrete. The infrastructure for overhead 
electrification would be visible, but its visibility would be low. 
Consider that San Francisco's Union Square is bounded on two sides 
by overhead wires to power the City's electric buses. These wires 
and their poles, over busy city streets, are not highly visible and do 
not comprise part of one's visual memory of Union Square. 

I199-6 
See Standard Responses 3 and 5.     
More detailed information and analysis of noise impacts and 
mitigation will be included in project-level EIR/EISs.   

I199-7 
The 2008 Final Program EIR assumed that Caltrain and HST would 
remain within the existing right-of-way at most locations, meaning 
that trees outside the right-of-way would not be removed, although 
some trimming could be required for vegetation intruding on the 
right-of-way. If there is a need to acquire adjacent properties for 
locations where the current Caltrain right-of-way is not wide enough 
to accommodate the addition of HST, replacement landscaping could 
likely be established outside the area required for rail operations. 
This landscaping could replace that removed for the project. In 
locations where existing trees are located within Caltrain right-of-
way, design and engineering undertaken as part of the project-level 



Bay Area to Central Valley High-Speed Train Revised Final Program EIR  Response to Comments from Individuals 

 

  Page 16-576

 
 

EIR/EIS will determine if they are located where they cause no 
interference with the future rail operations. 

I199-8 
See Standard Response 7. 

I199-9 
See Standard Response 6. 

I199-10 
See Standard Response 6 regarding property values. 

I199-11 
Maximizing ridership and revenue potential is one of the project 
objectives, identified in Chapter 2 of the 2008 Final Program EIR.  
The ridership forecasts used in the Program EIR indicate that both 
Altamont and Pacheco Pass network alternatives have a high level of 
ridership.  See Standard Response 4.    

I199-12 
The Authority is aware of its obligations under CEQA to consider and 
adopt feasible alternatives and feasible mitigation strategies to avoid 
or substantially lessen a project's signifiacnt effects.   

I199-13 
The Authority intends to comply in all respects with the requirements 
of Proposition 1A, and to comply with CEQA.  The bond funds 
provided by Proposition 1A may be expended on environmental 
studies, planning and preliminary engineering, as well as acquisition 
and construction, and mitigation of direct and indirect environmental 

impacts.  Streets and Highways Code section 2704.04 specifies that 
proceeds of the bonds for the HST system shall not be used for any 
operating or maintenance costs of trains or facilities.  That section 
also provides that revenues generated by operations of the HST 
system above and beyond operating and maintenance costs and 
financing obligations, are to be used for construction, expansion, 
improvement, replacement and rehabilitation of the HST system.  
Proposition 1A does not refer to a revenue "guarantee" or a 
"subsidy." 

I199-14 
As noted in Chapter 3.7, Land Use, in the 2008 Final Program EIR, 
the San Francisco to San Jose corridor would be primarily within an 
existing active commuter and freight rail corridor and therefore 
would not constitute any new physical or psychological barriers that 
would divide, disrupt, or isolate neighborhoods, individuals, or 
community focal points in the corridor.  This resulted in a finding of 
no community cohesion impacts at the program level.  In addition, 
construction of grade separations where none previously existing 
would improve circulation between neighborhood areas.  The 
Authority Board committed in July 2008 to investigate profile 
alternatives to avoid and minimize potential impacts, including 
trench, tunnel, aerial, and at-grade between San Francisco and San 
Jose.  Although the Authority has rescinded it's July 2008 program 
decision, the commitment to examine profile alternatives has been 
carried forward into the project level alternatives screening.   

I199-15 
See Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives. 
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Comment Letter I200 (Gail Blumberg, April 18, 2010) 
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Response to Letter I200 (Gail Blumberg, April 18, 2010) 

I200-1 
Comment acknowledged.  The May 2008 Final Program EIR 
identified impacts along the Caltrain corridor and identified mitigation 
strategies to address the impacts.  The current Revised Draft 
Program EIR Material discloses a higher level of land use impacts 
than previously anticipated.  The Authority will consider adopting 
mitigation strategies to address significant impacts on the natural 
environment, communities, and neighborhoods when it makes a new 
decision.  

Comment about being a neighborhood or local expert is 
acknowledged.   

I200-2 
The May 2008 Final Program EIR identified general mitigation 
strategies to avoid or minimize significant environmental impacts.  
Mitigation strategies are general methods of avoiding and minimizing 
impacts that can refined and tailored to project specific 
circumstances at the next tier of environmental review.  The 
Authority will consider adopting these strategies when it makes a 
new program-level decision.  See also Standard Response 10 
regarding alternatives. 

I200-3 
The Authority has revised and recirculated certain portions of the 
May 2008 Final Program EIR as the 2010 Revised Draft Program EIR 
Material.  The purpose of the recirculated material is to comply with 
the final judgment of the Town of Atherton litigation.  The Authority 
does not believe that additional revision and recirculation is 
necessary to fully comply with the court judgment and CEQA.  See 
also Standard Response 10 regarding alternatives. 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 




